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SECTION 1.0 — INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE/GOALS

In 1999, Chambers Group, Inc. (Chambers Group) prepared a Master Mitigation Plan (MMP) for the Big
Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank for the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). The
purpose of the MMP is to serve as a guide for implementation of the various enhancement programs and
to fulfill the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) requirement for the preparation of a
management plan for the site. The MMP encompasses strategies to enhance and protect existing habitat
for wildlife, and to create additional natural areas that will be utilized by wildlife and by numerous user
groups. In addition, the MMP includes programs for the removal of exotic fish and amphibians, bullfrogs
(Rana catesbeiana) and crayfish (Procambarus clarkii), from the Tujunga Ponds, trapping to control
brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater), plans for development of a formal trails system, and
development of public awareness and education at the site. Eradication of exotic plant species, giant
reed (Arundo donax) and tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima), and habitat restoration and revegetation
programs are also included in the MMP. The MMP is designed to include a five-year program of
implementation, maintenance, and monitoring of the enhancement strategies.

The Master Plan also includes an optional program to create a diverse coast live oak-California sycamore
woodland and coastal sage scrub habitat at a disturbed upland area on the site that may provide
additional mitigation credits. The woodland is designed to provide foraging and nesting habitat for upland
species as well as cover for both wildlife and equestrians using the trails incorporated into the design.
The coastal sage scrub is designed to provide habitat for the federally listed as threatened California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica).

The MMP includes performance standards for restoration, and includes a discussion of the target
functions and values for riparian and aquatic habitats as well as for target wildlife species. This report
also covers the project and goals success criteria, quality assurance/control, maintenance, and
performance monitoring plans.

Implementation of the MMP began in August 2000. An annual implementation report is required under
Section 6 of the MMP to document the progress of the programs that were implemented during the first
year of the project. This report includes detailed descriptions of the methods used to implement each
program, the current monitoring status, and recommendations for further maintenance and remedial

actions.

1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank is located in Big Tujunga Wash, just downstream of the Interstate
210 Freeway overcrossing, near the City of Los Angeles’ Sunland area in Los Angeles County’s
San Fernando Valley. A map showing the general vicinity can be found on Figure 1-1. The site is
bordered by the I-210 Freeway on the north and east, and on the south by Wentworth Street. The west
side of the site is contiguous with the downstream portion of Big Tujunga Wash. A map showing the
project location can be found in Figure 1-2. The Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank supports two
watercourses, one containing flow from Big Tujunga Wash proper, and the other conveying the flow from
Haines Canyon to Big Tujunga Wash. The flow in the Big Tujunga Wash, on the north side of the site, is
partially controlled by Big Tujunga Dam and is intermittent based on rainfall amounts and water releases
from the Dam. The flow in Haines Canyon Creek, located on the south side of the site, is perennial and
may be fed by groundwater and/or runoff from adjacent residential areas. The two drainages merge near
the western boundary of the property and continue into the Hansen Dam Flood Control Basin, located
approximately one-half mile downstream of the site. The site is wholly located within a state-designated
Significant Natural Area (LAX-018), and the biological resources found on the site are of local, regional,
and statewide significance.
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The Big Tujunga Ponds and surrounding habitat, consisting of approximately 27 acres located in the
northeast corner of the site, were originally created as part of the mitigation measures for the construction
of the 1-210 Freeway and are currently under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Department of
Recreation and Parks (LACDRC). An aerial photograph showing Big Tujunga Wash, Haines Canyon
Creek, and the Tujunga Ponds can be found on Figure 1-3. LACDRC had no active management plan in
place for these ponds, and as a result the pond habitat was severely degraded. LACDPW has included
improvement of the pond habitat in the MMP.

1.3 SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL REPORT

This summary identifies the elements of the MMP undertaken during the year 2005. Table 1-1, at the end
of this section, shows the implementation and completion dates for these key elements.

Success Monitoring — Vegetation

This program consists of monitoring of the vegetation communities and the suitability of these habitats to
support sensitive wildlife species during the five-year MMP implementation. Success monitoring
encompasses qualitative and quantitative data analysis, including a functional analysis conducted in the
riparian habitat. The purpose of the monitoring is to determine the health of vegetation on the site, the
level of success of the MMP measures, and the compatibility of recreational activities with the site’s
primary function of habitat preservation and enhancement. The Consultant prepares the monitoring
reports and the LACDPW transmits the reports to the resource agencies that are issuing the mitigation
credits. The fifth Functional Analysis success monitoring survey was conducted in November 2005, and
a success monitoring survey was conducted in December 2005. Although some areas experienced low
survivorship, the target functional capacity unit value (FCU) set forth by the MMP has been exceeded.
The results of the monitoring surveys are further summarized in Section 2.0.

Site Inspection and Maintenance

This program consists of overseeing the implementation and monitoring of the efforts to improve the
trails, to remove the exotic species, and to revegetate the riparian and upland areas. Inspections
occurred on a monthly basis during the first year after implementation was completed in each habitat, a
quarterly basis during the second year, and on a semi-annual basis the third year. The fourth and fifth
years of the MMP implementation included semi-annual monitoring. The progress of the program for
2005 is described in detail in Sections 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0.

Sycamore-Oak Woodland Enhancement and Monitoring

This program consists of planting an 11.7-acre area near Cottonwood Avenue to create sycamore-oak
woodland. The program also includes five years of maintenance and monitoring of the revegetation
success. The semi-annual maintenance inspection was conducted in May 2005. The fifth annual
success monitoring inspection was conducted in December 2005 and the overall site was in fair condition.
The overall cover of vegetation has increased for the fifth year, but native vegetation was still lower than
anticipated. Section 3.0 describes the implementation and status of the coast live oak-sycamore

woodland program.

6629 P3.6 006 -
4/27/06 1-4



-—T;:_-:L.‘;T::"":“: S .
= -_"‘—\?_-:._'__]_-__-‘-_._-.. —
= _“—wm-J;:_n:_._,:th
S
E
o® ;
LY
L
ol S
LI o "'-T*l"c o
o T, 5,....-';':.*[-; ;_:r:.. o
L W "l -
. = 8
.5 = 1
4 ok
1 1 J >
1 "'\I - il
T ol
-
/ :
.'.'.'P'q :
BIG TUJUNGA WASH .
. . N % w .
Figure 1-3 Aerial Photograph .
Prepared For: v ¥ i .
P
N Los Angeles County 9 : i %'-
Department of Public Works — k! Wy ‘-:J
W E . . L g &, - a E
AL Aerial Source: e e s
J I - o B, e ]
Date: August 2004 k . e
200 100 0 200 400 600 800 1,000 L S 5 L g
Feet ocation: e _ .
z:/proj/6629_BigT/Figl-3_Aerial_Photograph.mxd J En sy i
100 50 0 100 200 300 5 I ] i '" .
Meters - (= - -
This map is not intended i \‘k ¥ - ¥ |
Jfor site-specific purposes. Chambers Group, Inc.“.' - Y




Exotic Species Eradication

This program consists of the initial removal of non-native invasive vegetation, including giant reed,
tamarisk, water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes), and non-native predatory wildlife, including cowbirds,
bullfrogs, and crayfish, from the LACDPW'’s property and the adjacent Tujunga Ponds. Although
LACDRC owns the Tujunga Ponds instead of the LACDPW, the LACDPW’s MMP includes non-native
species removal within the Ponds because they are the primary introduction sites for these harmful
species on the LACDPW'’s adjacent property. The program for the removal of exotic plant species was
initiated in November 2000 with giant reed removal at the Tujunga Ponds. Removal of water hyacinth
was initiated in December 2000. Some regrowth of giant reed was noted in various areas occasionally
throughout the year. As described in the methods section, the regrowth was treated with herbicides
during monthly maintenance periods. No water hyacinth was observed during the 2005 maintenance
period. No regrowth of tamarisk was observed during the 2005 maintenance period. Section 4.0
describes the exotic plant removal methods and progress for the year 2005. Exotic wildlife removal
occurred in January 2005. Section 5.0 describes the exotic wildlife removal program and progress.
Brown-headed cowbird removal was conducted from March 30, 2005 to August 1, 2005. Brown-headed
cowbird trapping continues to be successful and a total of 137 cowbirds, consisting of 53 males,
66 females, and 18 juveniles, were trapped within the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site and vicinity.
Section 6.0 describes the brown-headed cowbird trapping and removal program, and provides the
complete results for 2005.

Success Monitoring — Fish and Wildlife

This program consists of monitoring populations of sensitive fish, including Santa Ana sucker
(Catostomus santaanae), Santa Ana speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus), and arroyo chub (Gila orcutti);
birds including least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax
traillii extimus); and amphibians including arroyo toad (Bufo microscaphus californicus), during the
five-year MMP implementation. The purpose of the monitoring is to determine the status of these species
at the site, the level of success of the MMP’s trails, exotic species eradication and restoration measures,
and the compatibility of onsite recreational activities with the site’s primary function of habitat preservation
and enhancement. Monitoring reports are prepared and the LACDPW transmits the reports to the
agencies that are issuing the mitigation credits. The results of the surveys for 2005 are summarized in
Section 5.0. Seven surveys for the least Bell's vireo, five surveys for the southwestern willow flycatcher,
and six surveys for the arroyo toad took place during April, May, June, and July 2005. None of these
species were detected during any of the surveys. The results of the surveys for 2005 are summarized in
Section 7.0.

Trails Enhancement and Reclamation

This program formalizes joint equestrian and hiking trails through the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank
site to allow traffic that is compatible with the site’s primary function of habitat restoration and
preservation. This program consists of the LACDPW's installation of portable toilets and trash
receptacles, entering into a partnership agreement with a sponsor for trash collection, and the
Consultant’s construction and placement of information kiosks. The trails reclamation program consists of
the Consultant’s actions to close non-essential trails and reclaim them for habitat. These actions include
the installation of necessary barriers and signs, and the planting of native vegetation in the closed trails.
Details of the program’s progress for 2005 are described in Section 8.0.

Community Awareness Program

This program consists of utilizing a Community Advisory Committee, and newsletters to educate the local
community (the primary source of visitors to the site) about the site’s habitat preservation function and the
importance of preserving and protecting the site. Semi-annual Community Advisory Committee (CAC)
meetings were held in April and October 2005. Section 9.0 describes the Public Awareness and
Outreach Program.
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Regular Patrolling of the Mitigation Bank

LACDPW employs the Los Angeles County Office of Public Safety to patrol the site on weekends. The
main goal of this action is to increase site safety by discouraging vandalism and unauthorized activities on
the site.

Water Quality Monitoring

This program begins with the LACDPW's collection and analysis of baseline (pre-project) water quality
samples and continues with quarterly sample collection and analysis by the Consultant throughout the
five-year MMP implementation. The details of the water quality monitoring status for 2005 are provided in
Section 10.0 of this report.

Annual Documentation

This documentation consists of the Consultant’s reporting of the results of its success monitoring of
wildlife and vegetation for 2005.

Mitigation Banking Agreement

This program consists of entering into an agreement with the CDFG to keep track of the LACDPW's
mitigation credit usage from the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site.

1.4 STATUS OF PERMITS

LACDPW entered into a Section 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), 5-247-00, with the CDFG
on October 30, 2000 for the implementation of the enhancement measures at the Big Tujunga Wash site.
The SAA stipulates the activities that can be undertaken in and adjacent to the stream channel. Because
this project is primarily a habitat restoration project, the SAA does not require any mitigation for the
activities that will be taking place. Instead, the SAA primarily focuses on measures that must be done to
protect the sensitive plants, fishes, and animals on the site. The SAA for the Big Tujunga Wash site
describes the accepted methods for removing the exotic (non-native) plants and animal species. The
contractors performing the actual work on the site must abide by the conditions in the SAA.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) do
not have to issue permits, because the only activities taking place on the Big Tujunga Wash site are
habitat restoration and enhancement activities. On the other hand, because the federal-listed threatened
Santa Ana sucker does occur in the stream on the site, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) does
require that the project not result in negative impacts to this species.

1.5 RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

The LACDPW shall be responsible for the implementation of the MMP. The contact person is:

Ms. Belinda Kwan

Water Resources Division

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, California 91803-1331

(626) 458-6135
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The preparer of the MMP is Chambers Group, Inc. The contact person is:

Dr. Larry Freeberg

Project Manager

Chambers Group, Inc.

17671 Cowan Avenue, Suite 100
Irvine, California 92614

(949) 261-5414

Tabie 1-1
MMP Implementation Schedule
Task Performer Task Estimated
Initiation Completion Date

Basic Elements
Consultant Contract LACDPW 04/11/2000 06/30/2000
Water Quality Monitoring LACDPW & Consultant 03/15/2000 12/31/2005
Trails Enhancement LACDPW & Consultant 07/01/2000 12/01/2005
Trails Reclamation Consultant 07/02/2000 11/30/2002
Exotic Species Removal (Initial) Consultant 08/15/2000 02/28/2001
Riparian Habitat Enhancement (Excluding | Consultant 12/01/2000 12/31/2005
Optional Cottonwood Avenue Area and
Tujunga Ponds)
Site Inspection and Maintenance (Trails, Consultant 12/01/2000 12/08/2005
Erosion Control, Exotics Control)
Annual Success Monitoring - Wildlife Consultant 07/01/2000 08/04/2005
Annual Success Monitoring - Vegetation Consultant 05/01/2001 08/31/2005
Annual Documentation LACDPW & Consultant 12/01/2000 01/31/2006
Community Awareness Program LACDPW & Consultant 07/15/2000 12/31/2005
Mitigation Banking Agreement LACDPW & Consultant 07/15/2000 12/15/2002
Optional Elements
Sycamore - Oak Woodland Enhancement | Consultant 10/10/2000 12/31/2005
Obtain Additional Mitigation Credits LACDPW 04/15/2001 07/15/2001
Implementation and Success Monitoring Consultant 07/15/2001 08/31/2005
Obtain Prelim. Estimate of Additional LACDPW 05/01/2000 06/30/2000
Mitigation Credits
Feasibility Study and Selection of Consultant 09/01/2000 07/15/2001
Modification Option
Obtain Additional Mitigation Credits LACDPW & Consultant 07/15/2001 12/31/2001
Regular Patrolling LACDPW & Consultant 11/15/2000 12/31/2005
Marybell Avenue Entrance LACDPW & Consultant 05/20/2002 05/22/2002
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SECTION 2.0 - NATIVE HABITAT RESTORATION PROGRAM

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The ultimate goal of the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site is to provide for long-term preservation,
management, and enhancement of the biological resources for the benefit of the state’s fish and wildlife
resources. In addition, the Bank will provide compensation for loss of similar resources elsewhere in the
Los Angeles Basin.

21.1 Purpose and Goals

Restoration is intended to improve the habitat value of an existing plant community. The goal of the
riparian restoration plan is to remove invasive non-native weed species such as giant reed and to replant
these areas with native riparian species. In addition, several extraneous equestrian trails throughout the
riparian zone were retired and reclaimed with native riparian species. A total of approximately 40 acres of
habitat along Haines Canyon Creek and 20 acres of habitat surrounding the Tujunga Ponds will be
enhanced. The composition of the replacement plantings in the enhancement areas will support the
breeding and foraging activities of a variety of sensitive riparian species such as the least Bell's vireo.
The enhancement plan consists of various tasks designed to remove the non-native species, prepare the
areas prior to planting, and instali cuttings and container plant materials.

The long-term goal of the MMP is to create a site that provides habitat for common and listed species of
wildlife, requires minimal maintenance, and is resistant to invasion by non-native plant species. The
established communities will encourage biotic interactions from the micro-organismal to the macro-
organismal level by maintaining nutrients within the organic matter and providing a self-sustaining system.

Functional Analysis

The purpose of this anaiysis is to use an objective, quantitative method of habitat assessment to compare
the functional values of riparian habitat in the Big Tujunga Wash mitigation site with the baseline
functional analysis previously completed on the site (Chambers Group 1998). The functional analysis is
also used as a tool to assess the success of the habitat restoration program initiated in late 2000.

2.1.2 Vegetation Descriptions

The habitat restoration and enhancement plan will improve the habitat quality of approximately 60 acres
of southern arroyo willow woodlands along Haines Canyon Creek and the Big Tujunga Ponds. The
southern willow riparian woodiand is dominated by arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) occurring in the area
surrounding the Tujunga ponds and follows the stream running along the southern section of the property
(Haines Canyon Creek). Red willow (Salix /aevigata) and black willow (Salix gooddingii) are well
represented. Occasional individuals of Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and white alder (Alnus
rhombifolia) are also found. The understory is dominated by eupatory (Ageratina adenophora), mule fat
(Baccharis salicifolia), and mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana). A small stand of southern arroyo willow
riparian woodland also occurs along a wash in the northern portion of the site (Big Tujunga Creek). Mule
fat scrub also occurs in the restoration and enhancement areas. This tall, herbaceous riparian scrub is
dominated by mule fat.
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2.2 METHODOLOGY/DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Restoration

The initial site preparation included conducting a site walkover in early October 2000 to identify exotic
plant removal areas, and the placement of orange snow fencing across trails and other access points to
delineate the limits of the restoration areas. Trails to be reclaimed to native habitat were identified, and
access to these trails was blocked with vegetative debris such as dead branches.

The first step in the restoration plan was pre-planting weed control, including removal of giant reed and
tamarisk from areas to be reclaimed to native habitats. Giant reed and tamarisk removal was initiated on
November 13, 2000 in the riparian habitat surrounding the Tujunga Ponds and Haines Canyon Creek and
concluded on February 21, 2001. The status of the exotics removal program is described in detail in
Section 4.0, Exotic Plant Removal Program.

The riparian enhancement planting schedule was revised due to weather conditions and material
availability. Approximately one quarter of the site immediately adjacent to the stream channel was
planted February 2001, while the remaining planting was delayed until early January 2002. The 120-day
maintenance period was also delayed until the completion of the riparian planting installation.
Approximately 1,500 hardwood cuttings of willow (Salix spp.}) and mule fat cuttings were installed in the
initial planting. Planting at least a portion of the site was preferable to delaying the complete installation
until the following season for several reasons. Large areas of giant reed were removed from around the
ponds and stream banks, leaving many of these areas without vegetation. Immediate revegetation of
these areas was critical to provide erosion protection, thus protecting the stream fauna, including the
sensitive fish species. Some of the cutting materials used in these areas utilized branches trimmed from
the willows during the giant reed removal process. The cuttings were installed as per the specifications in
the MMP, and under the supervision of the Project Biologist. The planting of cuttings in these areas was
completed on February 21, 2001.

Planting of the remaining three-quarters of the enhancement area was initiated on January 3, 2002 and
completed on January 18, 2002. Approximately 5,500 cuttings of willow and mule fat were installed in the
24 separate areas along Haines Canyon Creek in Sections 3 and 4. Additional container and liner plants
were installed, including Fremont cottonwood, California rose (Rosa californica), California blackberry
(Rubus ursinus), and coastal prickly pear (Opuntia littoralis). The sizes and quantities of plants were
altered from the original numbers specified in the MMP. Final counts of all cutting and container plants
installed in the riparian enhancement areas are documented in the As-Built Assessment (Chambers
Group 2002). A major factor for the alteration of planting container sizes from the MMP was the survival
of cuttings installed in 2001. These were primarily concentrated in shaded areas. The cottonwood trees
were installed in all planting areas, including the areas previously planted in Sections 1 and 2. Planting
materials were installed as per the specifications in the MMP, and under the supervision of the project
biologist.

Biological monitors were onsite to oversee the implementation and completion of the exotic plant removal
and partial planting in the restoration areas. Maintenance monitoring was initiated in the riparian
enhancement areas after planting was finished.

Functional Analysis
Functional Analysis Design

A modified version of the hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach was used for the functional assessment of
the riparian or floodplain habitat in the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank. The logic behind the HGM
approach is to compare the wetlands functions of the target sites to a reference standard site determined
to have the highest level of functioning (Brinson 1995). By definition, reference standard functions
receive an index score of 1.0. Target sites are assigned a score of between 0, for no function, and 1.0 for
as high as the reference standard. The crediting and debiting mechanism for Skunk Hollow Mitigation
Bank (Stein 1997) was used as a starting point and adapted to be specific for this analysis. Evaluation
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variables assess riparian habitat functions (e.g., cover, structure, etc.), hydrologic and biogeochemical
functions, and wildlife values. A complete discussion of the functional analysis design is included in the
2005 Functional Analysis Report (Appendix A).

Annual functional analyses are scheduled to quantitatively assess the progress of the restoration effort.
A functional analysis was conducted on the site in 1997 to establish baseline functional values for the
riparian habitats (Chambers Group 1998). The fifth annual functional analysis was conducted on
November 28 and 29 and December 7, 2005, by Chambers Group botanist Heather (Wendel) Clayton
and biologist Jenny McGee. The full text of the 2005 Functional Analysis is included in Appendix A.

Enhancement/Trail Reclamation

Trails were enhanced throughout the year during periodic maintenance sessions. Large rocks and
overhanging branches were removed. These materials were placed alongside the trails to further
delineate the path. The closed trails were monitored and obstructive barriers were replaced as needed.
No additional trails in the riparian restoration areas were reclaimed to native habitat.

Annual Performance Monitoring

Data were collected at the site by Chambers Group botanist Heather Clayton, and biologists
Jenny McGee and Carleigh Neumeister on December 6, 8, and 13, 2005 and on April 6, 7, 13, and 18,
2006. Walking through each planting area, survival data were determined by assessing each installed
cottonwood and willow tree and the other planted riparian area species (mule fat, California rose,
California blackberry, and coastal prickiy pear). Vegetation cover was determined by measuring the
canopy cover of each installed tree or shrub and dividing by the size of each individual planting area.
Photographs of the riparian planting areas are shown in Appendix B. Copies of all data sheets are
included in Appendix C. Figure 2-1 shows the checklist for the tasks that have been compieted.

Targets for Survival and Percent Cover

Survival and percent cover requirements were established in the MMP and are summarized below.

Plantings shall have a minimum of 80 percent survival the first year, 90 percent survival after the third
year and 100 percent survival thereafter, and/or shall attain 75 percent cover after 5 years. If the survival
and cover requirements are not met, replacement plantings shall be implemented to achieve the required
standards as necessary. Replacements will be monitored with the original plantings for a 5-year
monitoring period with the same survival and growth requirements as the plantings.

The survival and cover standards for the cottonwood tree plantings are summarized in Table 2-1. Height
standards for cottonwood trees are shown in Table 2-2.

Table 2-1
Survival and Cover Standards
Species 1*' Year 3™ Year 5" Year'
Cottonwood 80% survival 90% survival 100% survival

"Performance standards during Year 5 must be attained without human interference
{(irrigation, rodent control)

Tablie 2-2
Tree Height Standards
Species Size Average Height (Feet)
3" Year 5" Year
Cottonwood 5 Gallon 7 13
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Figure 2-1
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

NATIVE RIPARIAN HABITAT ENHANCEMENT PLAN CHECKLIST

Coordinate with Corps regarding need for Nationwide Permit.
Obtain Streambed Alternation Agreement.

Remove invasive non-native weed species.

Prepare equestrian trails designated for enhancement.
Prepare enhancement sites (prune native trees as necessary).
Install erosion control measures.

Schedule plant materials delivery date and planting crew.
Layout planting scheme for Landscape Contractor.

Collect suitable plant material from site.

Cuttings and container plants installed.

Perform landscape maintenance.

Inspect site monthly during the establishment period.
Restoration Specialist submits report to LACDPW and Resource Agencies.
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2.3 PROJECT MONITORING STATUS

Maintenance, Monitoring and Reports

Semi-annual and annual monitoring visits for the enhancement area were conducted in 2005.
Summaries for the riparian planting areas were included in the semi-annual monitoring and annual
monitoring reports for the Coast Live Oak/Sycamore Woodland Restoration area (Appendix D). The final
semi-annual and annual maintenance monitoring visits of the riparian planting areas were conducted in
May and December of 2005, respectively. The fifth and final Functional Analysis was conducted in
November 2005.

2.4 RESULTS

Functional Analysis (Riparian Wash Areas)

Approximately 60 trees and 696 shrubs per acre were found in the riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank. Approximately 59 percent of the shrubs and 97 percent of the trees encountered during
the survey were native species. The tree canopy forms a patchy canopy cover throughout the riparian
wash habitat (approximately 55 percent cover overall), and shrubs form a sparser understory cover of
approximately 13 percent. The relative frequency of trees to shrubs was 50 percent trees to 50 percent
shrubs. The results for overall density, dominance (percent cover), and relative frequency for the Big
Tujunga Wash riparian habitat are summarized in Table 2-3. A discussion of the shrub cover and tree
survival of the upland planting areas is found in Section 3.0.

Table 2-3
Density, Dominance, and Relative Frequency
Density Dominance Relative Frequency
(# plants/acre) (Percent Cover) (% of total community)
Native Species
Trees 58.6 55.1 -
Shrubs 410.7 9.3 -
Non-Native Species
Trees 0 0 -
Shrubs 303.5 4.4 -
Summary All Species
Trees 60.2 55.7 50.0
Shrubs 696.3 13.2 50.0

The overall organic cover was relatively high at approximately 85 percent, and the presence of annual
grass cover has decreased to approximately 5.4 percent. The average number of topographic features
encountered per 100 meters was approximately 2 features. The average tree height analysis indicated
that most trees on the site are greater than four meters in height, with the majority falling into the two- to
four-meter height range. The results of percent organic cover, percent annual grass cover, tree height,
and average topography score measurements for the riparian habitat at the Big Tujunga Wash study area
are summarized in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4
Percent Organic Cover, Annual Grass Cover, Average Tree Height,
and Average Number of Topographic Features

Percent Organic | Percent Cover | Average Tree Height | Average Topography Features
Cover of Annual Grass (Category units) {per 100 meters)

84.75 54 2.64 2

For the riparian system, the Functional Unit (FU) is calculated to be 0.88 per acre.

A total of 76 acres of willow habitat, calculated using the GIS technology, was delineated at the site
during the initial study in 1997. Therefore, the total FCU for riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash is:

FCU Big T = (088 FU willows)(76 acres of willows) = 66.88

The Functional Capacity Unit value of the riparian habitat at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank was
68.40 in 2003 and 2004, but decreased by 1.52 units to 66.88 in 2005. The target functional value for the
enhanced riparian habitat along Haines Canyon Creek as set forth by the MMP is 0.87 with a functional
capacity unit value of 66.12. Therefore, the functional capacity for the riparian habitat within the Big
Tujunga Wash has slightly exceeded the fifth-year standards. Details of the results of the Functional
Analysis are found in Appendix A.

Enhancement/Trails Reclamation

Several trails were re-established and trash was removed during a trail enhancement day in July 2005.
Trail users have continued to access some of the reclaimed trails, particularly the trail between the two
ponds, where trail users have continually pushed aside the barriers. An unauthorized footbridge was
installed along the western edge of the Tujunga Ponds to replace the one washed out by storms.
Because this footbridge is not causing any impacts to the water flow and will likely be replaced if
removed, it was not removed during scheduled trail maintenance visits. Detailed information on the Trails
Program can be found in Section 8.0. Figure 2-1 shows the checklist for the riparian habitat
enhancement plan implementation tasks that have been completed thus far.

Riparian Areas Survival

The partial planting within the riparian revegetation areas has had better success in 2005. In some areas,
willow and mule fat cuttings have grown up to 20 feet in height, while in other areas only a few cuttings
have survived. The installed California rose and California blackberry were varied in their success, at
17 percent and 10 percent survival, respectively. The installed pads of coast prickly pear cactus had
156 percent survival, as 3 more individuals were observed in 2005 than when installed in 2002. Riparian
planting area 23 was not located this year in 2005 due to flooding and therefore the 27 coast prickly pear
cactus individuals counted here in 2004 were not included in the total for 2005. Survival of the
cottonwood trees installed in the riparian planting area was approximately 39 percent. Of the original
231 cottonwoods planted, only 64 living trees were located. This is most likely due to the years of low
rainfall until 2005 and the loss of habitat due to flooding events in early 2005. Willow and mule fat
cuttings had low survival rates overall. Thirty-three of the original 100 black willow cuttings installed were
observed in 2005 (46 percent survival). Only 650 of the original 3,660 red and arroyo willow cuttings
installed were observed in 2005 (25 percent survival). There were 296 of the original 1,716 muie fat
cuttings installed observed during 2005 (24 percent survival). The overall survival rate for the riparian
planting areas was approximately 24 percent. This value does not meet the standards set forth in the
MMP for the fifth year of monitoring (80 percent survival during Year 1, 90 percent during Year 3,
100 percent during Year 5). Additional numbers needed to meet the standard are provided in Table 2-5.
No seeding was implemented in the riparian revegetation areas in 2005.
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Table 2-5

Riparian Habitat Container Plantings Survival

Common Species As-Built | Number 2005 2005 Additional
Name Numbers | Required | Observed | Percent Needed to
Installed | for5™ | Numbers | Survival | Meet Standard
(2002) Year
Standard

black Salix
willow gooddingii | 199 2 33 46 39
red and Iizl\l/);gata
arroyo and Salix 3,660 2,635 650 25 1,985
willow ) .

lasiolepis
mule fat Baccharis | 4 744 1,236 296 24 940

salicifolia

Populus
cottonwood fremontii 231 166 64 39 102
California Rosa
rose californica 978 704 17 17 587
California Rubus
blackberry | ursinus 215 155 16 10 139
coast .
prickly pear ﬁt‘;‘;;’fl’z 25 18 28 156 0
cactus
Total 6,925 4,986 1,204 24 3,782

Riparian Areas Percent Cover

Vegetation cover in the riparian planting areas was moderate for 2005, with an overall value of 65 percent
cover (Table 2-6). Instalied cuttings were not well developed in many of the areas. The thick layer of
giant reed mulch covering much of the planting areas is decomposing and aliowing more naturally
recruited plants to germinate. Fifth-year standards as specified in the MMP indicate that 75 percent cover

is needed for all riparian plantings. Therefore, the plantings did not reach their set standards and

additional planting and/or monitoring is recommended.

Table 2-6
Riparian Habitat Container Plantings Percent Cover
Common Name Species Percent
Cover (%)’

black willow Salix gooddingii 0.63
red and arroyo willow S. laevigata and S. lasiolepis 43.30
Mule fat Baccharis salicifolia 13.86
cottonwood Populus fremontii 4.02
California rose Rosa californica 2.63
California blackberry Rubus ursinus 0.05
coast prickly pear cactus | Opuntia littoralis 0.09
Total’ 64.58
" Calculations of cover are based on the sizes of individual planting areas

(4.03 acres) throughout the entire riparian habitat.

Fifth-year standards specify that 75% cover is needed for riparian

plantings.
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2.5 SITE EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall Site Conditions

Vegetation cover in the riparian planting areas has increased to a moderate level. Although many of the
installed cuttings were not well developed in many of the areas, naturally recruited plants have emerged,
adding to the vegetation cover on the site. The initial low survivorship of cottonwood trees and other
container plantings in the riparian planting areas was attributed to lack of sufficient water during the first
year following implementation. Supplemental irrigation was attempted during the first year but faiied due
to damage incurred by wildlife. The cottonwood and willow trees are highly dependent upon having
sufficient water available during the establishment period. Other causes of tree mortality include over
shading by large trees as they have filled in canopy gaps left after removal of giant reed, and increased
amounts of vandalism, especially adjacent to the pond areas. The survival of California rose and
California blackberry was also very low at less than 20 percent most likely due to the extreme competition
with non-native species such as eupatory, castor bean (Ricinus communis), and Mediterranean grasses
(Bromus spp.). Replacement plantings were not installed during the following years because of low
rainfall and expectation of low survivorship.

The contractor kept weeds in the riparian planting areas, such as giant reed, to a minimum during regular
maintenance activities throughout the year. Although the amount of castor bean and eupatory has
dramatically increased since 2004, only occasional resprouts of giant reed were observed throughout the
riparian planting areas, along the stream, and along the trails ranging from 2 feet in height to 6 feet in
height. Furthermore, occasional tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima) resprouts were observed this year
throughout the riparian area, which is much lower than the amount observed in 2004.

Maintenance Recommendations and Remedial Actions

Replacement plantings of cottonwood trees in the riparian planting areas should be implemented. Due to
the low survivorship of cottonwood trees overall, willows should be substituted for at ieast half of the
cottonwoods. Approximately 102 cottonwood trees in §-gallon containers and 2,024 willows in 1-gallon
containers should be installed to increase the survivorship to the required fifth-year survival standard of
2,126 trees. As much of the mortality was due to insufficient rainfall, replacements should only be
installed as close to the stream, pond, or corresponding water table, and as far from areas easily
accessible to trail users as possible to increase survival potential of the plantings. If it is not possible to
plant in appropriate areas, the planting numbers or species used should be altered to better
accommodate the existing conditions. Replacement planting should be implemented during the winter
months of 2006 to take advantage of the rains.

Supplementary seeding of the riparian planting areas should also be implemented to offset the low
amount of cover observed. A supplementary seed mix consisting of riparian woodland species is
included in Table 2-7.

Weed abatement should continue throughout the riparian planting areas to prevent the spread or
regrowth of unwanted exotic plants, such as giant reed, castor bean, and eupatory, and prevent the
increase of the weed-seed bank.
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Table 2-7

Supplementary Seeding Mix for Riparian Planting Areas

Species Common Name Pounds of Seed Per Acre
Ambrosia psilostachya western ragweed 5.0
Anemopsis californica Yerba mansa 0.2
Artemisia douglasiana mugwort 5.0
Baccharis salicifolia mule fat 4.0
Oenothera elata evening primrose 0.2
Phacelia campanularia California bluebells 1.0
Pluchea odorata Marsh fleabane 1.0
Rosa californica California rose 0.5
Urtica dioica ssp. holosericea stinging nettle 2.0
Scrophularia californica California figwort 3.0

" Final specifications for the seed mix will be developed after tests for purity and seed
germination for each species.
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SECTION 3.0 - COAST LIVE OAK/SYCAMORE WOODLAND REVEGETATION PROGRAM

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The creation of a coast live oak-sycamore woodland with a coastal sage scrub understory community was
included as an optional enhancement measure in the Draft Enhancement document for the Big Tujunga
Wash Mitigation Bank site (Chambers Group 1998). During the preparation of the MMP, the
determination was made that the upland area, where the asphalt plant used to be located, could be
converted from non-native grassland to a native plant community. The existing oaks and sycamores in
this area provide a good indication that the area would support a native plant community. Consequently,
an optional enhancement measure was developed to address the revegetation of the upland areas.
Preliminary discussions with the USACE indicated that they might offer a ratio of 0.5 to 1.0 for the
establishment of coast live oak-sycamore woodland with a coastal sage scrub understory. If this
mitigation ratio were accepted, then an additional 5.85 credits would be available in the Mitigation Bank.
These credits would be associated with habitats that do not occur elsewhere in the bank and may
potentially be used to offset impacts on these habitats from other LACDPW projects.

Purpose and Goals

The goal of the revegetation plan was to create a coast live oak-sycamore woodland with an
undifferentiated coastal sage scrub understory in the revegetation areas on the site previously occupied
by non-native grasslands. The composition of these revegetation areas, when mature, will support the
breeding and foraging activities of a variety of sensitive species, such as red-shouldered hawk
(Buteo lineatus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and coastal California gnatcatcher. The mature
revegetation area will also provide an additional buffer between the urban areas and the riparian zone.
The revegetation plan consisted of various tasks from preparing the areas prior to planting to installing
container plant and seed materials, and included provisions for the maintenance and monitoring of the site.

3.2 METHODOLOGY/DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Location

Approximately 11.7 acres of habitat was planted on the terrace south of Haines Canyon Creek along
Wentworth Street. The upland terrace is elevated on a bench approximately 25 feet above the riparian
habitat. Approximately 4.8 acres of this area was planted primarily as a coastal sage scrub community
with occasional sycamores. The remaining 6.9 acres was revegetated as coast live oak-sycamore
woodland with an undifferentiated coastal sage scrub understory. Installation was completed
November 22, 2000. The portion of the upland area that is covered with the concrete pad from the old
asphalt plant was not included as part of the upland revegetation area. For convenience in monitoring
and reporting, the restoration area was divided into sections. Sections 1 through 5 are the woodland
revegetation areas, and Sections 6 and 7 are the coastal sage scrub areas. Figure 3-1 shows the
locations and types of restoration and enhancement areas on the site.

Restoration Areas

Natures Image performed maintenance of the mitigation site, with the knowledge and oversight of a
Chambers Group Restoration Specialist. Natures Image was responsible for conducting horticultural
maintenance of the mitigation areas, including irrigation, pest control, erosion control, and weed removal
throughout the mitigation areas.

A Chambers Group restoration specialist conducted semi-annual and annual monitoring visits in May and
December 2005, respectively. After the monitoring visit in May, the Restoration Specialist produced a
letter report describing site conditions and providing recommendations for changes in maintenance
activities. Copies of the semi-annual maintenance monitoring report are provided in Appendix D.
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Enhancement/Trails Reclamation

No additional trails were reclaimed or closed during 2005. The existing trails in the upland habitat were
kept clear of debris and vegetation as necessary during maintenance periods.

Annual Performance Monitoring

Data were collected at the upland site by Carleigh Neumeister and Heather Clayton on December 6 and
13, 2005. A stratified random sampling scheme was devised to avoid biased data collection. A total of
62 quadrats positioned on twenty 50-meter line transects were used to measure vegetation cover
quantitatively. This method provides quantitative data on density, frequency, and dominance of
vegetation. Line-transect and quadrat selection was randomized. Two to four perpendicular transect
iines extending from a baseline transect in each of the seven sections were selected using a random
number generator. At least three quadrat plots were selected along each transect line, using numbers
from a random-number generator. Each point became the center for a meter-square quadrat. Each
species visually encountered in each quadrat was noted, and the number of individuals of native species
was recorded. The percent cover for all species and the percent of unvegetated ground was estimated
within each quadrat. Cover estimates were then averaged to find the percent cover in each section and
for the site as a whole. Additional information was recorded, such as date, field crew, and location
information of each quadrat area. Photos taken from pre-established locations are included as Appendix E.
Figure 3-2 shows the checklist for the tasks that have been completed thus far.

Tree and Container Plant Survival

Tree and container plant survival data were collected by walking parallel transects through each section
and tabulating each living container plant encountered. The species of each instalied plant encountered
were recorded on standardized data sheets. The results are reported as the total number found for each
species, and average height for each tree species. Copies of all data sheets are included in Appendix C.

Targets for Survival and Percent Cover

Survival and percent cover requirements were established in the MMP and are summarized below.

Plantings shall have a minimum of 80 percent survival the first year, 90 percent survival after the third
year and 100 percent survival thereafter, and/or shall attain 75 percent cover after 5 years. If the survival
and cover requirements are not met, replacement plantings shall be implemented to achieve the required
standards as necessary. Replacements will be monitored with the original plantings for a 5-year
monitoring period with the same survival and growth requirements as the plantings.

The survival and cover standards for the coast live oak-sycamore woodland and coastal sage scrub

plantings are summarized in Table 3-1. Height standards for coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) and
western sycamores (Platanus racemosa) are shown in Table 3-2.

3.3 RESULTS

Cover and Density

The overall upland vegetation cover for the fifth year has increased since the fourth annual inspection, at
approximately 95.9 percent. Cover of installed or seeded native species was 35.8 percent. Cover of non-
native plants was approximately 55.4 percent. Density of native plants increased dramatically from 2004,
and was high at approximately 34.1 native plants per square meter overall, or approximately
138,162 plants per acre, with herbaceous species comprising nearly all, or 99 percent, of this number.
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Figure 3-2
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

UPLAND NATIVE HABITAT RESTORATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Contract with Restoration Specialist.

Contract with Landscape Contractor.

Restoration Specialist and Landscape Contractor conduct field meeting.
Contract with Landscape Architect to design irrigation system.
Restoration Specialist identifies restoration areas.

Contract for plant materials.

Identify areas to be protected.

Isolate areas to be protected with construction fencing prior to construction.

X HXNKKKKKK

Restrict construction equipment to designated areas and refueling to areas designated by
Restoration Specialist.

Restrict heavy equipment to outside of dripline of any tree preserved.
Restoration Specialist attends pre-construction meeting(s).
Pre-treat site for weeds.

Conduct soil analysis (if necessary).

Install erosion control measures.

Install, test, and adjust irrigation system.

Schedule plant materials delivery date and planting crew.
Layout-planting scheme for Landscape Contractor.

Install container plants.

Apply seeds.

Initiate irrigation (if necessary).

Coordinate replacement plantings.

Install replacement plantings, monitored by Restoration Specialist.
Install plant protection fencing (if herbivory is a problem).

Perform landscape maintenance.

Inspect site monthly during the establishment period.
Restoration Specialist submits annual report to LACDPW and revegetation contractor by January 1
each year following implementation

3 < O I < I
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Table 3-1
Survival and Cover Standards

Species 1% Year 3" Year 57 Year’
Shrubs 80% survival 90% survival 100% survival
75% cover
Sycamore and Oak Trees 80% survival 90% survival 100% survival
Seed Mixes® None None None

" Performance standards during Year 5 must be attained without human interference
(irrigation, rodent control).

2 qf adequate germination is not attained to prevent erosion or exclude weed
infestations, reseeding may be necessary.

Table 3-2
Tree Height Standards
Species Size Average Height (Feet)
3" Year 5" Year
Sycamore 5 Gallon 7 13
Qak 1 Gallon 3 6

Survival Rates

Overall survival of the installed upland container plants was high. A total of 2,224 plants were counted in
December 2005, which is an increase from the 876 trees and shrubs counted in 2004. Survival of
sycamore and oak trees was 76 percent and 57 percent, respectively. The sycamore trees increased
since 2004 with 31 trees counted, a gain of 6 sycamores since the previous inspection. Qak trees
declined with 86 trees counted, a loss of 29 oaks since the 2004 inspection. A total of 117 trees were
counted (60 percent survival for 2005), which is below the requirement of 193 trees for the fifth year of
monitoring. Performance standards set forth by the MMP require 100 percent survival of sycamore and
oak trees during the fifth year. Due to very dry conditions and irrigation problems during the first few
years and the lack of supplemental plantings, this criterion has not been met.

Overall shrub survival has increased since the previous inspection, now exceeding the fifth year
100 percent survival requirement. A total of 2,107 native shrubs were observed, which is much greater
than 100 percent survival. This was due to the large increase in the number of naturally recruited
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) and California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) shrubs
that could not be easily distinguished from installed shrubs; however, there were decreases in the survival
of other installed shrubs. There were no living fuchsia-flowered gooseberry (Ribes speciosum) or Nevin's
barberry (Berberis nevinii) observed onsite in 2005. Chaparral whitethorn (Ceanothus leucodermis)
experienced the greatest loss with a decline of 4 individuals, at 30 percent survival. Toyon (Heteromeles
arbutifolia) and spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea) also declined with a loss of 3 individuals each, at 28
and 29 percent survival, respectively. Typically, these species are found on north-facing slopes in cooler
and moister environments (chaparral) than the upland areas of the Big Tujunga Wash. Because proper
irrigation was not in place during the establishment period for these species, their survival rates have not
been as high as the more drought-tolerant species typical of drier coastal sage scrub habitats such as
California sagebrush, California buckwheat, brittlebush, and coastal prickly pear. Natural recruitment of
native species was observed in several sections. Container planting survivorship for the upiand planting
area is summarized in Table 3-3 and Table 3-4.
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Table 3-3
Coast Live Oak/Sycamore Woodland Container Tree Plantings Survival

Common Species As-Built | Number 2005 2005 Additional
Name Numbers | Required | Observed | Percent Needed to
Installed for 5" Numbers | Survival | Meet Standard
(2000) Year
Standard
western Platanus 56 41 31 76 10
sycamore | racemosa
coastlive | Quercus 211 152 86 57 66
oak agrifolia
Total 267 193 117 61 76
Table 3-4
Coast Live Oak/Sycamore Woodland Container Shrub Plantings Survival
Common Species Number 2003 2004 2005 2005
Name Required | Observed | Observed | Observed || Percent
for 5" | Numbers | Numbers | Numbers || Survival
Year
Standard
California Eriogonum 83 380" 442 1856* | >100
buckwheat | fasciculatum ’
fuchsia- Ribes
flowered speciosum 41 2 1 0 0
| gooseberry
chaparral Ceanothus
whitethorn leucodermis 23 8 " ’ 30
California Artemisia .
sagebrush californica 8 162 192 201 >100
coastal Opuntia 41 21 13 13 32
rickly pear | littoralis
tl\)levm s Bert.)e"r/s 2 1 1 0 0
arberry nevinii
Heteromeles
toyon arbutifolia 46 16 16 13 28
brittlebush | =°° 14 10 10 10 | 100
arinosa
spiny Rhamnus 7 10 5 5 29
redberry crocea
laurel Malc_Jsma 35 27 17 15 43
sumac laurina
Total 370 646 708 2,117 >100
* Large number of observed plants attributed to natural recruitment.

Tree Heights

The average tree height standard for the fifth year of monitoring for sycamores is 13 feet and for oaks is
6 feet. Tree heights of each species for the fifth year were exceeded.
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3.4 SITE EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall Site Conditions

The site as a whole was in fair condition since the last maintenance-monitoring visit in November 2004.
The number of native species per acre has greatly increased, even though the overall vegetative cover at
the site has decreased by 20.6 percent from what was measured in 2004. This is a reflection of the high
germination rates seen throughout the site, which was much greater during the fifth year than the rates
observed in 2004. Often, naturally recruited shrubs were indistinguishable from installed species and
were included in the total counts for each species.

Several of the installed upland container shrub species exhibited 100 percent or greater survival rates.
These include California buckwheat, coastal sagebrush, and brittlebush, which were observed in
particularly high numbers. Other shrub species were observed in low numbers in 2005 due to the high
mortality seen shortly after installation. Those shrubs that were able to establish and survive the first
summer drought, typically survived past the third year as well. Weed cover remains moderate between
native shrubs with the potential to increase substantially, as numerous weed seedlings were observed. In
addition to the lack of irrigation during late 2001 contributing to shrub mortality, weed cover also appears
to be inhibiting natura! recruitment of native shrubs and is perhaps limiting available natural water and
nutrient supplies for less drought-tolerant shrubs.

Irrigation was not utilized during 2005 because irrigation lines were damaged beyond repair by wildiife.
This lack of irrigation may have negatively affected some of the container trees and shrubs. Many
appeared to be dead or extremely stressed due to lack of water. Many of these affected plants were
likely stressed by prior irrigation line breaks in 2003 and earlier. Several of the trees have been
completely lost as was evident by bare wooden support stakes still in place. The current irrigation regime
is completely dependent on natural precipitation. If new trees are installed in 2006 or 2007, substantial
changes in irrigation system design must be implemented.

In addition to lack of water, some of the loss of trees may be due to soil compaction caused by heavy
equipment use in the years prior to the mitigation efforts. The compacted soil may have inhibited the
rapid root growth needed to follow the low water table following years of little precipitation. If new trees
are installed in 2006 or 2007, soil decompaction may be necessary prior to planting in the upland areas.

Erosion control devices have not been utilized and are not required for the site at this time. All trails in the
restoration area are well marked, clear of weeds and debris, and in good repair.

Some minor problems were noted during the 2005 maintenance inspections. Recommendations for
remedial actions are discussed below.

Maintenance Recommendations

Replacement planting of trees in the upland restoration area should be implemented during the wet
season of the year (late fall or winter of 2006 or early spring of 2007} if performance standards are to be
met. The trees to be installed should consist mostly of coast live oak, as this species had the greatest
mortality. The 76 trees needed to bring the survival requirement to 193 should be installed in planting
Areas 1, 2, 3, and 4. Sixty-six of these trees should be coast live oak trees and 10 should be sycamore
trees. Irrigation to these newly planted trees should be put into operation for a minimum of one year to
aid in establishment.

Weed cover remains moderate between native shrubs with the potential to increase substantially, as
numerous weed seedlings were observed in this area. A greater amount of seeded native species
between the aiready established native species groups would aid in deterring non-native weeds. Weed
abatement activities should be continued as necessary to prevent weed competition with planted native
species and to prevent the increase of the weed-seed bank.
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3.5 PROJECT MONITORING STATUS

Maintenance, Monitoring and Reports

Inspection monitoring for 2005 began in May 2005 and continued through December 2005. After the
monitoring visit in May, the Restoration Specialist produced a letter report describing site conditions and
providing recommendations for changes in maintenance activities. A copy of the 2005 semi-annual
maintenance monitoring report is provided in Appendix D.

The fifth annual performance monitoring survey was conducted in December 2005. Semi-annual and
annual monitoring will be continued only if further notification is received by LACDPW. Table 3-5 shows
the maintenance and performance monitoring inspection schedule and reporting requirements for the site.

Table 3-5
Maintenance and Success Monitoring Schedule and Reporting Requirements

Year Maintenance Inspections and Success Monitoring
Reports Surveys and Reports

1 (2001) Monthly (through November, 2001) — | Annual (December, 2001) —
LACDPW LACDPW, CDFG, USACE

2 (2002) Quarterly (February, May, August, Annual (December, 2002) —
November) - LACDPW LACDPW, CDFG, USACE

3 (2003) Semi-annually (May, November) — Annual (December, 2003) —-
LACDPW LACDPW, CDFG, USACE

4 (2004) Semi-annually (May, November) — Annual (December, 2004) —
LACDPW LACDPW, CDFG, USACE

5 (2005) Semi-annually (May, December) — Annual (December, 2005) —
LACDPW LACDPW, CDFG, USACE

Signs are repositioned when necessary, and any observed vandalism or other damage is reported in the
monitoring reports.

Enhancement/Reclamation Trails

The existing upland trails are inspected during monitoring visits and maintained as necessary during
routine maintenance periods.
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SECTION 4.0 - EXOTIC PLANT REMOVAL PROGRAM

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The exotic plant removal program includes the removal of non-native plant species from Haines Canyon
Creek, Big Tujunga Wash, and the Tujunga Ponds. These invasive weeds compete with the native
vegetation for light, water and nutrients, and decrease the ecological value of the area. Native wildlife
generally avoids using exotic vegetation for foraging, nesting, and cover. Removal of giant reed and
other weed species will reduce competition pressure on the native southern arroyo willow plant
community and allow for rapid recovery of the native habitat. The non-native weed species within the
creek will be eradicated, with an emphasis on giant reed, water hyacinth, and tamarisk. Other weed
species to be removed include eucalyptus, pepper trees (Schinus molle and S. terebinthifolius), castor
bean, umbrella sedge (Cyperus involucratus), mustards (Brassica spp.), and tree tobacco (Nicotiana
glauca), among others.

4.1.1 Purpose and Goals

Enhancement is intended to improve the habitat value of an existing plant community. The overall goal of
the riparian enhancement plan is to remove invasive non-native weed species such as giant reed and to
replant these areas with native riparian species. The enhancement plan consists of various tasks
designed to remove the non-native species, prepare the areas prior to planting, and to install cuttings and
container plant materials after the exotic species have been removed.

Impacts to existing habitat were minimized through project scheduling and construction monitoring.
Construction on the site began after the end of the nesting season (approximately August 30"‘) to
minimize impacts on nesting bird species and breeding activities of amphibians; and avoid violations of
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Biological monitors were on the site to oversee the activities of the
contractor removing the exotics, and provide recommendations for changes in the removal methods and
other activities. The following sections describe the methods used for exotic plant species removal, and
the progress of the program through December 2005.

4.2 METHODS

Some incidental removal of other exotic plant species from the restoration areas and along side trails was
accomplished as giant reed was removed. Exotic weed removal activities will continue as needed if
monitoring continues. Figure 4-1 shows the checklist for the exotic plant removal program tasks that
have been completed.

4.2.1 Giant Reed Removal

Giant reed removal began on November 13, 2000 near the Tujunga Ponds, and was completed on
February 21, 2001. During 2005, resprouts of giant reed were treated with a highly concentrated (up to
100 percent) solution of Aquamaster™ using hand-held equipment during the monthly maintenance visits.
The regrowth was generally allowed to reach one to four feet in height, and was then treated. All
regrowth of this species was reported to the contractor during the maintenance monitoring visits.

4.2.2 Water Hyacinth Eradication

Water hyacinth eradication was initiated on December 21, 2000 and was completed on January 10, 2001.
Any reoccurrence of this species is identified during quarterly site visits and during the maintenance
monitoring visits and is treated by the maintenance contractor.
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Figure 4-1
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

EXOTIC PLANT SPECIES ERADICATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Ensure Streambed Alteration Agreement has been obtained.

Coordinate with Corps to be sure 404 permit not required.
Giant Reed

Notify CDFG.

Notify U.S. Forest Service that we will be consistent with the plans they have submitted.
Determine offsite locations for disposal.

Purchase all supplies/equipment (e.g., Aquamaster®).

Locate the vehicle containing Aquamaster® adjacent to the site.

Use existing access areas that are devoid of vegetation.

Treat Aquamaster® with dye.

Apply 2 to 5 percent Aguamaster® solution to giant reed at a rate of .5 to 1 liter per hectare.
Apply Aguamaster® from mid August to early November.

Cut treated leaves and stems after the initial foliar treatment.

Remove treated leaves and stems by hand tools.

Avoid heavy equipment or other vehicles within the stream.

Chip treated vegetative waste in situ for mulch.

Ensure cut green stems are removed from site.

Ensure dry, treated stems reduced to mulch are not placed to create a fire potential.

MK KKKKKKEKNKKNRK K X

Apply follow-up foliar application to resprouting stems in the third and seventh week after initial
treatment.
Quarterly inspect site for a minimum of five years.

X

Tamarisk

Notify CDFG.

Purchase all supplies/equipment (e.g., Aquamaster®).

August 30 — Begin cutting plants within six inches of ground using hand tools.
Determine offsite location for disposal.

Remove cut material from site and dispose of at an offsite location.

Ensure cut material is not left onsite.

Apply undiluted Aguamaster® to the entire stump surface immediately after cutting.

BN KKKK K

Cover the entire circumference of the stump with Aquamaster®.
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Figure 4-1 (continued)
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

EXOTIC PLANT SPECIES ERADICATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Inspect treated plants in the third and seventh week following the completion of the initial
eradication.
If any treated stumps show signs of new growth, or any new plants are found, then perform

subsequent treatment as described above.
Conduct quarterly inspections for a minimum of five years.

Water Hyacinth

M XX K X

&

X X

Notify CDFG.

Purchase all supplies/equipment (e.g., Aquamaster®).

Determine offsite location for disposal.

August 30 — Begin eradication of water hyacinth.

Free-floating plants, including roots, will be removed from the water by hand. Completely necrotic
plants will be removed by hand. All plant fragments must be collected and removed from the site.

If water hyacinth is rooted in the mud, an application of undiluted herbicide (Aquamaster®) per label
guidelines will be applied to the entire plant surface by spraying evenly over the plants. The
applicator will ensure that the herbicide spray does not drift onto neighboring native riparian plants.

Ensure dead material is not left onsite.

Inspect treated plants three weeks and seven weeks after application. If any treated plant shows
evidence of new growth, or if any new water hyacinth plants are found, subsequent treatment will
be performed as described above.

To prevent oxygen depletion of the pond water due to decomposition of the treated plants, dead
biomass will be removed from the water during each inspection. Biomass will be removed from the
site and disposed of at an approved offsite location.

Conduct quarterly inspections for a minimum of five years.
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4.2.3 Tamarisk Eradication

Tamarisk eradication was conducted in the riparian habitat during the giant reed removal program. Any
regrowth or new individuals of this species is identified during quarterly site visits and during the
maintenance monitoring visits is treated by the maintenance contractor.

4.3 STATUS/RESULTS

Some regrowth of giant reed was noted in various areas occasionally throughout the year. As described
in the methods section, the regrowth was treated with herbicides during monthly maintenance periods.
No water hyacinth was observed during the 2005 maintenance period. Some regrowth of tamarisk was
observed and removed during the 2005 maintenance period.

4.4 MONITORING SCHEDULE

Monitoring of exotic plants in the restoration areas during maintenance periods will continue only if further
notification is received from LACDPW and is not currently scheduled for 2006.
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SECTION 5.0 - EXOTIC WILDLIFE REMOVAL & NATIVE FISH SAMPLING PROGRAMS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Dr. Dan Holland, Dr. Camm Swift, and Mr. Robert Goodman conducted initial surveys at the site to
determine the most appropriate method of eradication of exotic wildlife species and enhancement for
native fishes and amphibians. The MMP provides direction for the eradication of exotic aquatic wildlife
during the five-year duration and also contains a more detailed description of the various methodologies
available for exotic wildlife removal. Long-term monitoring of exotic aquatic wildlife populations and
periodic eradication will be negotiated between Public Works and the resources agencies. The data
presented in this section represent data collected during sampling efforts conducted during February and
March of 2005.

5.1.1 Purpose and Goals

Swift et al. (1993) note that “Today, natural habitats for the freshwater fishes of coastal southern
California exist in hilly or mountainous headwater areas and in a few coastal localities that have remained
protected. The broad lowland areas between are highly modified and largely uninhabitable for resident
species and those that migrate between the headwaters and the coast. Thus, the priorities for the
preservation of the native fauna are: (1) protection of the remaining coastal and interior habitats
containing elements of the native fauna and (2) restoration and/or rehabilitation of some portion of the
now unsuitable intervening areas.” Additionally, widespread loss and alteration of habitats has resulted in
major reductions of both local species diversity and changes in the status and stability of many local
vertebrate populations. Due to their extremely limited extent, the nature and degree of alteration, human
activities and actions have disproportionately affected riparian and wash habitats and the species they
hold. These inciude channelization, construction of dams, changes in historic water flow patterns, the
effects of exotic species and other anthropogenic factors.

At present, suitable habitat on the project site for sensitive native aquatic vertebrates is largely confined to
the portions of Haines Canyon Creek downstream from the ponds and in Tujunga Ponds when there is
standing water in the system. The ponds essentially do not provide habitat for most native vertebrate
species. Lacustrine habitats, particularly deep-water lacustrine habitats were a historically very
uncommon type of environment in southern California, usually occurring only as seasonal deep-water
pools along rivers and streams. Additionally, the ponds are likely to add significant negative impacts on
the native vertebrate fauna by fostering the presence of a source population of exotic invertebrates and
vertebrates. These exotic species may directly impact natives through predation or competition, or
indirectly through transmission of pathogens and/or parasites.

Thus, the ultimate goals of this project are:

1. To restore or create and maintain habitat for native fishes and other sensitive vertebrate species,
2. To eliminate, diminish and/or restrict habitat which fosters the maintenance of exotic species, and

3. To engage in localized or site-by-site direct control efforts for exotic species to complement
goals 1 and 2.

The exotic wildlife removal program consists of the removal of non-native fishes, bullfrogs, and crayfish
from Haines Canyon Creek and the Tujunga Ponds. Bullfrogs are not native to the area and pose a
major threat to native wildlife because they have voracious appetites and prey upon the sensitive fishes,
frogs, and toads.
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5.2 METHODOLOGY

The native fish sampling and exotic wildlife removal program is being conducted through the individual
permit of the fish expert and exotic wildlife removal subconsultant, Dr. Dan Holland. The following
sections describe the two primary efforts of (1) sampling native fishes within Haines Canyon Creek and
(2) sampling and subsequently removing exotic aquatic species from both the Tujunga Ponds and the
Haines Canyon Creek.

5.2.1 Native Fish Sampling in Haines Canyon Creek

At each native fish collection, the transect is blocked at the upper and lower end with an 0.125-inch mesh
seine. This is done with minimal disturbance to the transect. Then, two people seine for at least 1 hour
with a variety of techniques to exhaustively sample all of the fishes. Native fishes are held in large
buckets and oxygenated frequently. At the end of each collection, the native fishes are counted, their
sizes are estimated to the nearest 10 centimeters, and then are released back into the transect area. In
addition to collecting data on the fishes, habitat features including water temperature, substrate type,
depth, width, available cover, canopy, and gradient or slope are also measured and recorded.

5.2.2 Exotic Wildlife Removal in the Tujunga Ponds and Haines Canyon Creek

Extensive exotic wildlife removal efforts were conducted during the first half of 2005. Dr. Dan Holland and
his staff removed bullfrogs, large mouth bass, goldfish, green sunfish, mosquito fish, and crayfish for
14 days in February 2005 and 25 days in March 2005. This concentrated effort was conducted prior to
the spawning season for these exotic wildlife species. The objective was to remove potential non-native
breeding/spawning wildlife prior to their reproduction cycie, thus minimizing propagation of their species in
the ponds. This effort was conducted at the recommendation of Dr. Holland, as his theory was that it was
cost effective to expend the year’s budget prior to the reproduction cycle.

Six distinct methods were used to capture the aquatic organisms, including gill nets, small seines,
crayfish and minnow traps, spearfishing, dip/lift nets, and turtle traps. “Standard” gill nets, namely five
larger meshed nets ranging from 1.5 inch (3.7 cm), one inch (2.5 cm), and 0.5-inch (1.2 cm) openings,
were used in each pond. The spearfishing and dipnetting were conducted while snorkeling. Visual
observations and surveys were also made to look for and remove bullfrog egg masses in the ponds.
Traps were baited with small cans of mackerel in tomato sauce, and “seafood grill” cat food with holes
punched in the cans.

Figure 5-1 shows the checklist for the exotic wildlife species removal program tasks that have been
completed thus far. Figure 5-2 shows the checklist for exotic wildlife maintenance and monitoring.

5.3 RESULTS

5.3.1 Results of Native Fish Sampling

Transect collections in 2005 followed a similar pattern to previous sampling periods in that the native
species, Santa Ana sucker (Cafastomus santaanae), Santa Ana speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus ssp.),
and arroyo chub (Gila orcutti), were the most abundant in the downstream transects. The numbers of
Santa Ana sucker during the 2005 sampling were below the numbers in the late fall of 2000 and 2001.
Santa Ana speckled dace and arroyo chub are still present in low numbers. Table 5-1 summarizes the
results from the native fish sampling conducted during 2005.
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Figure 5-1
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK
EXOTIC WILDLIFE SPECIES ERADICATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Note: This checklist applies to the preservation of the Tujunga Ponds in their current
configuration

Consult with USFWS regarding the need for Section 7 Consultation.
N/A If Section 7 is required, complete Section 7 process and obtain memorandum of understanding.
Notify CDFG that fish removal from Tujunga Ponds and Haines Canyon Creek is eminent (CDFG

may want to do some fish salvage).
N/A Coordinate with CDFG regarding timing of fish salvage (if CDFG elects to do this).

Receive authorization letters from USFWS and CDFG.
Purchase all supplies/equipment.

Gill Netting in Tujunga Ponds

After removal of water hyacinth, set nets of varying sizes near habitat features (cattail banks, willow
overhangs) and in open water.
Check nets hourly or bi-hourly.

Remove any native or other species captured.

Seining

Conduct 4-5 days of seining in Tujunga Ponds per quarterly sampling period (if feasible).

Conduct seining in Haines Canyon Creek using smaller seines to remove exotic species.

Erect block seines across the width of the stream at the upstream and downstream end of a given

section (usually 10 to 12 meters in length).

Retrieve native fish and place in buckets.

Remove and dispose of exotic species in consultation with CDFG.
Remove block seines and move to another section.

Release native fishes after biock seines are removed.

I & & B

Electroshocking (optional sampling method based on consultation with USFWS)

Use electroshocker to capture fishes that were missed during seining (best used under mass of tree
roots or under boulders).

[l Retrieve fishes, and tally the capture on data sheets.

Release native fishes after shocking is completed, and dispose of non-native fishes.

O
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Figure 5-1 (continued)
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK
EXOTIC WILDLIFE SPECIES ERADICATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Note: This checklist applies to the preservation of the Tujunga Ponds in their current
configuration

Baited Traps for Crayfish and Non-Native Fishes

Bait traps with a fish carcass or punctured can of sardines in oil.

Use baited traps of varying sizes and configurations (small minnow traps in Haines Canyon Creek
and large traps in Tujunga Ponds).

Submerge traps in areas where crayfish are likely to occur.

Check traps on a regular basis, and remove captured animals.

Sample for a 3-day periods to remove exotic species.

Shooting and Gigging of Bullfrogs (optional method if other control methods are ineffective)

Perform gigging at night from a boat with the use of a headlamp.

N/A Shoot the bullfrogs at night with a small caliber weapon or a small bore shotgun (this method would
have to be approved by local law enforcement).

[ Electroshock post-metamorphic frogs.
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Figure 5-2
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

EXOTIC WILDLIFE MAINTENANCE AND MONITORNG CHECKLIST

MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST

Implement control methods on a monthly basis if captures are > 5% of the initial total of exotic fishes
and frogs in the system by the spring of 2001.

Implement control methods on a monthly basis if captures are > 10% of the initial total of crayfish in
the system.

Monitoring Checklist

Monitor population sizes on a monthly basis.

Sample repeatedly at established transect locations within Haines Canyon and Big Tujunga
Creeks.

Collect data on physical and biotic parameters, including but not limited to: substrate composition,
streamside vegetation characteristics, flow volume and rate, turbidity, conductivity, dissolved
oxygen, temperature, species diversity and abundance, and changes since last survey.

Compare initial control effort with follow-up monitoring in late 2000 and 2001 and biannual up to

2005.
[J  Perform post-construction monitoring on use of existing and “created” habitat by native fishes.
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Table 5-1
Results of Native Fish Sampling Conducted During 2005

Quarter Santa Ana Arroyo Santa Ana Other
Sucker Chub Speckled Dace

[ 15 (Jan.-March) 52 6 2 0
2" (April-June) 0
3" (July-Sept.) 0
4" (Oct.-Dec.)* 0
Totals 52 6 2 0
* Transects were conducted in February 2005.

5.3.2 Results of Exotic Wildlife Removal

The primary accomplishments of the 2005 exotic maintenance were the decline in the numbers of
crayfish in the ponds and in the stream, decreased catches of young bass (Micropterus salmoides) in the
ponds, and the decreased catches of adult and juvenile bullfrogs. No bullfrog egg masses were located
in 2005. More than 90 percent of all crayfish catches were small juveniles. Similar to previous sampling
periods, non-native species were found primarily in the ponds and infrequently in the stream. Detailed
results are included in the annual exotic aquatic wildlife removal report for 2005, included as Appendix F.
Table 5-2 summarizes the results from the non-native aquatic wildlife removat conducted during 2005.

Table 5-2
Non-Native Aquatic Wildlife Removal Conducted During 2005
Method Largemouth | Sunfish | Crayfish Bullfrog Other
Bass
Crayfish Trap 0 26 541 10 larva 0
Spear 40 - - - 14 goldfish

1 South American
armored catfish

Gill Net 15 1 0 0 0

Dip Net/Other 0 0 0 27 100 mosquito fish
14 red-eared sliders

Totals 45 27 541 10 larvae | 14goldfish

27 adults | 14 red-eared sliders
100 mosquito fish

1 South American
armored catfish

5.4 DISCUSSION

Trapping efforts in the 3rd & 4th quarters of 2004 and in the 1st quarter of 2005 have documented and
continue to document a major decline in the populations of red swamp crayfish and bullfrogs, and
possibly bass. This follows intensive efforts to reduce populations of these species in the 3rd quarter
2003. Thus, the existing methodology and level of effort seem to be (at present) capable of reducing
large populations and possibly maintaining them at a low level. The situation with bass is somewhat
more problematic. Despite a considerable amount of effort expended in gill netting and spearfishing,
small to moderate populations of adult bass remain at the site. Furthermore, populations of another
exotic (green sunfish) are likely to increase in 2005 due to removal of large numbers of bass.
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5.5 PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.5.1 Rock Dams

Artificial damming of the stream with boulders and rocks cause ponding of the stream in several areas,
and eliminate stretches that would otherwise be run or riffle habitat. These rock dams continue to be an
issue of concern. As identified in previous reports, these rock dams were built for recreational purposes
and to improve stream crossings for trail users. These structures tend to be washed out in the winter and
are built back up in the spring and summer. The ponded and slower flowing nature of the water caused
by these impoundments favor crayfish, largemouth bass, sunfishes, and bullfrogs. They also increase the
amount of soft substrate at the expense of harder substrate like gravel, cobble, and rocks preferred by
native species. Public education via CAC meetings over the past several years has helped to inform local
residents of this constant issue. Several residents regularty break down the rock dams when they are
observed throughout the site.

5.5.2 Sources of Non-Natives

All signage requesting that people do not fish or release unwanted pets or fish has been removed. Five
signs were observed on and recovered from the bottom of the east pond during snorkeling surveys in
mid-March. It has been recommended that these signs be re-installed by attaching them to fences. This
will at least make it slightly more difficult to vandalize and remove the signs.

Fishing at the site continues, although at a reduced level from that seen in previous years. A total of nine
persons were observed fishing on five days between 03 February and 23 March (out of a total of 39 days
onsite). One fisherman stated that he had been visiting the site since childhood, and that it was common
practice for fishermen to release goldfish from a iocal pet store to “feed the bass”. This person also
stated that he practiced catch and release fishing at the site.
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SECTION 6.0 - BROWN-HEADED COWBIRD PROGRAM

6.1 INTRODUCTION

The brown-headed cowbird is an obligate brood parasitic bird species, meaning this species does not
build its own nest or tend to its own young. Instead, female cowbirds deposit one or more eggs into a
host species’ nest, often removing or destroying some of the host eggs. The brown-headed cowbird has
a variety of target host species and has been recorded as successfully parasitizing 144 of 220 species in
whose nests its eggs have been observed (Ehrlich et al. 1988). Some host species include threatened or
endangered species, such as the coastal California gnatcatcher, least Beil's vireo, and southwestern
willow flycatcher. In response, many of the host species, predominantly eastern species, have behavioral
adaptations to deal with parasitism, such as ejecting the foreign egg, covering over the foreign egg, or
abandoning the parasitized nest altogether. However, many other host species that have not evolved
defensive reactions do not recognize cowbird eggs, and readily accept and rear cowbird young. Adult
cowbirds will often destroy host nests containing nestlings by puncturing, removing, or eating host eggs,
all of which increase the survivorship of young cowbirds at the expense of the host’s reproductive
success. Cowbird eggs do not ciosely mimic host eggs, nor do the young cowbirds expel host eggs and
young rather, cowbirds tend to hatch earlier, grow faster, and crowd out or reduce the food intake of the
hosts’ young (Ehrlich et al. 1988). Cowbird eggs hatch in 10 days, several days ahead of most host
species. In addition, cowbird chicks develop vigorous food begging behavior after just one day,
compared to the four days required for most host species. In many of the smaller host species, the
cowbird chick is the only successful fledging from any parasitized nest.

Female cowbirds, which are free from the time and expense of incubating and raising young, can lay as
many as 40 eggs a season, far more than the average host species. Thus, a single successful female
cowbird could ultimately parasitize 40 different host nests in one breeding season and in the process
significantly reduce the breeding success of 40 pairs of host species. The decline in neotropical
migratory songbirds across North America has been linked to, among other factors, the increase in
cowbird numbers (Brittingham and Temple 1983; Harris 1991; Laymon 1993; Stallcup 1993). Aithough
approximately 97 percent of cowbird eggs and nestlings fail to reach adulthood, cowbird parasitism
affects host species by reducing the number of successful young. Furthermore, nest abandonment by
the host species results in zero production for that breeding pair and therefore the reproductive effort will
be significantly lower than that of an unparasitized species (Ehrlich et al. 1988). This cowbird species is
not native in the western United States, so the host bird species here have not adapted to the presence of
the cowbirds. In the eastern United States, where this bird is native, the host birds typically abandon a
nest where a cowbird has laid its egg. While brown-headed cowbird parasitism poses a major threat to
many species of songbirds, some host species, including the California gnatcatcher, least Bell's vireo,
and southwestern willow flycatcher, also have to contend with habitat loss and fragmentation, which
increase the risk of being parasitized (Harris 1991; Laymon 1987; Mayfield 1977; Stafford and Valentine
1985).

6.2 PURPOSE AND GOALS

6.2.1 Cowbird Trapping Methodology

Cowbird traps were first used as a localized control in the early 1970s in Michigan and by the mid-1980s
were in widespread use in southern California and Texas, mostly in programs associated with the
protection of threatened or endangered bird species. These traps proved to be so successful at reducing
cowbird numbers and levels of parasitism in the study areas that the USFWS began to require cowbird
removal as mitigation for a variety of development projects. Inclusion of the five-year brown-headed
cowbird trapping and removal program at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site will increase the
overall value of the site as a conservation bank by allowing the sensitive riparian bird species to
successfully reproduce without being parasitized by cowbirds. The brown-headed cowbird trapping
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program was conducted in accordance with Griffith Wildlife Biology’s brown-headed cowbird trapping
protocol which is the USFWS recommended protocol and is provided in Appendix A of the 2005 Final
Annual Brown-Headed Cowbird Trapping and Removal Report, which is included in Appendix G.

6.2.2 Trap Location

The mitigation bank and adjacent properties were surveyed two months prior to the start of the trapping
season in order to locate potential trap locations. Based on surveys and recommendations made in the
Final 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 Annual Brown-Headed Cowbird Trapping and Removal Program
Reports, traps were not placed in the immediate vicinity of Haines Canyon Creek or Tujunga Ponds.
Three of the four onsite trap locations (Alluvial, Restoration and Upland) remained the same from the
2002, 2003 and 2004 trapping seasons. The Cottonwood trap location was moved slightly from the 2004
location, back to the 2002 and 2003 location. Other criteria used in determining trap locations included:
potential foraging habitat for brown-headed cowbirds, potential nesting habitat for sensitive bird species
such as the least Bell's vireo and southwestern wiliow flycatcher, accessibility for the daily trap monitors,
and seclusion from the public (to prevent vandalism).

In accordance with USFWS permits, Public Works ran three additional offsite traps. The purpose of the
offsite traps is to ensure that cowbirds in the vicinity of the site that have the potential to travel to and from
Big Tujunga Wash are also trapped and removed from the area. All three offsite locations from 2004
(Equestrian A, Equestrian B, and Esko) remained the same in 2005. These site locations were utilized in
order to increase trapping success and keep the offsite traps in the immediate vicinity of active stables.

6.3 TRAP MONITORING

Due to an unusually low number of decoy cowbirds at the Orange County Water District (OCWD) early in
the season, the 2005 cowbird trapping program at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank was postponed
until an adequate number of birds became available. A total of 37 decoys, 15 males, and 22 females
were obtained from the OCWD trapping program at Prado Dam on March 30, 2005. The cowbirds were
distributed among six traps at a ratio of 2:3 (male:female). Female cowbird captures correlate more
directly to a reduction in nest parasitism than male cowbird captures. The maintenance of the 2:3 male to
female decoy ratio is considered conducive to maximizing the number of female cowbirds captured. The
Upland trap (trap 7) had a 3:4 ratio. Placement of perches, seed, water, natural foraging pads, and shade
cloth was performed during the first several days. Additionally, during the first couple of weeks, seed was
thrown on top of the traps to attract cowbirds. All seven traps were fully operational on March 30, 2005.

Traps were checked daily from March 30 through August 1, 2005, including all weekends and holidays
falling within this time frame. Trappers collected data on the numbers of cowbirds captured, dead, and/or
missing. Data on non-target birds were also recorded. Cowbird and non-target data was recorded by
hand on data sheets.

6.4 RESULTS

The actual success of a Brown-headed Cowbird Trapping Program is not based on the number of
cowbirds captured. The true measure of success is whether of not the riparian breeding birds are able to
successfully produce young. Therefore, the success of the cowbird program is actually determined by the
observations made during site visits. Based on the high number of native songbirds and habitat
specialists observed in the riparian area during 2005, the Brown-headed Cowbird Trapping and Removal
Program can be deemed successful. The results presented in this section are a summary of the results
presented in the annual trapping and removal report. Please refer to Appendix G - 2005 Annual Brown-
headed Cowbird Trapping and Removal Program (Chambers Group 2005) for detailed information
regarding the 2005 cowbird program.
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A total of 137 cowbirds, consisting of §3 males, 66 females, and 18 juveniles, were trapped within the Big
Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site and vicinity between March 30 and August 1, 2005. Of the
137 cowbirds, 31 were trapped within the onsite traps in the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank and
106 cowbirds were trapped in the offsite traps. This is greater than the number of trapped cowbirds
during the 2001, 2003, and 2004 trapping seasons (70 total cowbirds, consisting of 37 males, 24 females,
and 9 juveniles were trapped in 2001, 20 total cowbirds, consisting of 9 males, 11 females, and
0 juveniles were trapped in 2003, and 89 total cowbirds, consisting of 46 males, 37 females, and
6 juveniles were trapped in 2004). The low number of cowbirds trapped during the 2003 season can be
attributed to a much shorter trapping season that year. In contrast, the cowbird captures in the 2005
trapping season were lower than the 2002 trapping season when 173 total cowbirds, consisting of
66 males, 105 females, and 2 juveniles were trapped.

Seventy-seven percent of all trapped cowbirds were captured within offsite traps. The Equestrian A trap
was the most productive, capturing 34 percent of all cowbirds. The trap efficiency for this trap was 0.382,
which represents the highest per trap per day capture rate. The trap efficiency value represents the
number of cowbirds trapped in that particular trap over the time period in which the trap was operational,
thus depicting the productivity of each trap, as compared to the other open traps operating in the trapping
program. The second most productive traps were the Esko and Upland traps which both caught
22 percent of all trapped cowbirds and had 0.240 trap efficiency rates. The third most productive trap
was the Equestrian B trap, which caught 21 percent of all cowbirds and had a 0.236 trap efficiency rate.
The Alluvial trap caught 0.7 percent of all cowbirds and had a 0.008 trap efficiency rate. The Cottonwood
and Restoration traps did not capture any cowbirds during the 2005 season. This year’s capture totals
per trap per day were the second highest since trapping began in 2001.

Female captures outnumbered male captures throughout the entire season. Therefore, the male to
female capture rate for 2005 was 0.80, compared to 1.24 in 2004, 0.82 in 2003, 0.63 in 2002, and 1.54 in
2001.

Table 6-1 lists the numbers of cowbirds trapped and total trapping efficiency at each trapping location for
the 2005 trapping season. This year's capture totals per trap per day were the second highest since
trapping began in 2001. Female captures outnumbered male captures at three of the seven traps
inciuding Equestrian A, Equestrian B, and Esko. Male captures outnumbered female captures at the
Alluvial and Upland traps. The Cottonwood and Restoration traps did not capture any cowbirds this
season. Ninety-four percent of all trapped juvenile cowbirds were captured within offsite traps.

Table 6-1
Numbers of Cowbirds Trapped and Total Trapping Efficiency
At Each Trapping Location for the 2005 Trapping Season

Trap # Trap Male Female Juvenile Total Total
Location Cowbirds Cowbirds Cowbirds Cowbirds Trapped
Trapped Trapped Trapped Trapped (trap/day)

1 Equestrian A 14 23 10 47 0.382

2 Equestrian B 8 15 6 29 0.236

3 Esko 12 17 1 30 0.240

4 Alluvial 1 0 0 1 0.008

5 Cottonwood 0 0 0 0 0.000

6 Restoration 0 0 0 0 0.000

7 Upland 18 11 1 30 0.240

Total 53 66 18 137 1.106
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One banded male cowbird (band # 168107528 ABRE) was trapped during the 2005 trapping season.
This bird was re-trapped on many occasions throughout the season and was subsequently released each
time as per our trapping protocol. Each time the banded cowbird was released it appeared to be in good
condition. This individual was first trapped during the 2004 trapping season and most likely returned to
the traps out of habit due to the presence of the decoy birds, seed, water, and shelter.

Two instances of trap vandalism occurred during the 2005 trapping season. The first instance occurred
prior to the start of the first month of trapping. The back mesh panel of trap 3 was sliced open; however,
no decoy cowbirds escaped or were harmed because the trap had not been activated yet. The second
instance occurred during the second month of trapping. The back mesh panel of trap 2 was sliced open
and all 9 cowbirds (4 males and 5 females) escaped from the trap. This trap was repaired and re-opened
on the same day, using decoys from other active traps. Five of the nine cowbirds (2 male and 3 female)
were later recaptured, but four remained missing throughout the rest of the 2005 trapping season.
Although there were instances of vandalism, no trapping days were lost in 2005. Trap vandalism did not
occur during the 2004 trapping season. The trap vandalism that occurred during the 2003 trapping
season was not as severe as it was during the 2002 and 2001 seasons and trap days were not lost due to
the incidences of vandalism in 2003. In comparison, a total of 4 days in 2002 and 12 days in 2001, were
lost due to vandalism events.

A total of 156 birds from 4 non-target species were captured during the 2005 trapping season. The most
frequently captured bird species was California towhee (Pipilo crissalis) followed by house sparrow
(Passer domesticus). Table 6-2 lists the number of non-target bird species captured in each trap. The
trapping program did not capture any bird species considered sensitive by the resource agencies.
Figure 6-3 shows the checklist for the program tasks that have been completed thus far. Ninety-three of
the 156 non-target birds were released safely. Six non-target birds were found dead in the traps, all of
which appeared to have died due to pecking by cowbirds that were also in the traps. There were no signs
of predation in any of the non-target mortalities (e.g., feathers outside of the trap).

Table 6-2
Number of Non-Target Bird Species Captured
At Each Trap Location for the 2005 Trapping Season

Bird Trap 1 Trap 2 Trap 3 Trap 4 Trap 5 Trap 6 Trap 7 | Total | Total
Species | C D| C D C D C D C D C D C D C D
BEWR 0| 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 41 1 4 2 1] 1 9 5
CALT 21 0 4 0 4 0 |15 ] O 8 1 4 0 46| 0 83 1
HOFI 0! 0 1 0 0 0 0| O 0| O 0 0 0] 0 1 0
HOSP* 32| 0 0 0 |21 0 0[] O 0{ 0 0 0 41 0 57 0
Totals
foreach | 34| O 5 0 |25| 0 |15} 1 12| 2 8 2 51 1 150 6
trap
CALT = California towhee HOFI = house finch HOSP = house sparrow

BEWR = Bewick’s wren

C: Captured and Released

D: Deceased

*: HOSP were euthanized per CDFG authorization letter

A total of nine clipped decoy cowbirds (4 males and 5 females) escaped from the traps during the 2005
trapping season. Five of these birds were subsequently recaptured while two males and two females
remained missing for the duration of the trapping season. Two males and one female cowbird died
during the course of the 2005 trapping season. All three died inside a trap from what appeared to be
excessive pecking and/or competition with the other cowbirds in the trap. A total of 166 cowbirds,
including original decoy cowbirds and cowbirds that were captured in the traps, were euthanized during
the 2005 trapping season. Additionally, a total of 57 house sparrows (19 males, 36 females, and
2 juveniles) were trapped and subsequently euthanized during the 2005 trapping season per CDFG’s
authorization letter.
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BROWN-HEADED COWBIRD ERADICATION PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Send request letters to USFWS and CDFG for authorization (obtain verbal authorization to begin
process).

Receive authorization letters from USFWS and CDFG.

Authorize trap construction.

Purchase all supplies/equipment.

Site inspection and preparation of trap locations.

Hire trap checkers.

Obtain decoys.

Make signs for trap.
Program palmtop computer (or other instrument for field data collection).
Create process for downloading/storing field data.

Create data sheets.

Coordinate transportation for trap placement at designated locations.

Follow approved protocol for trap set-up.

Train trappers in both office and field procedures.

March 8-15 - bait seed should be spread on the top of the trap as well as on foraging areas inside
and outside the trap.

Make sure traps are unlocked if they are in place before daily servicing.

March 15 - begin daily servicing.

Submit daily data sheet to Project Biologist.

Dispose of cowbirds as necessary throughout the season.

July 15 - end daily servicing.

Follow approved protocol for trap disassembly and storage for next trapping season.
Arrange for pickup and storage of traps.

Submit report by November 30 (or by date specified by USFWS or by any other agency).
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The non-target mortality rate for the 2005 trapping season totaled 3.8 percent, which is only slightly
higher than the standard 2 percent mortality rate considered acceptable by the USFWS and discussed in
Griffith Wildlife Biology Reports (GWB 1994b) on non-target birds. Efforts to reduce the non-target
mortalities were made prior to closing down the traps and included switching out the aggressive decoy
cowbirds. Two traps, trap 5-Cottonwood and trap 6-Restoration were closed down prematurely (June 6
and July 16, respectively) due to continued non-target mortality. Refer to Appendix G for details on the
nontarget mortality rate.

6.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

6.5.1 Procedural Recommendations

Logistically, the 2005 trapping season ran smoothly and scheduling of trappers was generally not an
issue. The use of the Hansen Dam Equestrian Center as the staging area was critical to the program’s
smooth operation. Public Works and Chambers Group should continue to maintain their relationship with
Mr. Eddie Milligan in order for continued access and use of this area for future trapping seasons.

6.5.2 Securing Cowbird Decoys

The lack of available decoys, due to a cowbird shortage in the region, resulted in a two-week
postponement of the beginning of the 2005 trapping season. In order to secure enough decoy cowbirds
at the beginning of next season, the following measures are recommended:

» Assemble and open at least one trap during the first week of March so, as decoys become available,
they can be placed into this holding trap. This will serve to promptly achieve the desired decoy ratios
in each trap at the beginning of the season.

» Maintain contact with other southern California cowbird trapping programs to keep current on the
status of their programs and on the availability of excess birds.

6.5.3 Vandalism

Trap vandalism was a minor problem in 2005. Prior to the start of the first month of trapping, the Esko
trap (trap 3) was vandalized. The back mesh panel was sliced through. The trapper tied the mesh back
together with wire. The vandalism did not cause the escape of any decoy cowbirds because the traps
had not been activated yet. This trap is located offsite on private property. The owner was notified of the
incident and asked to notify Chambers Group or LADPW of any suspicious activity in the area of the trap.
Additionally, trap #2 located at the equestrian center was vandalized during the second month of trapping.
The equestrian center manager (Eddie Milligan) was notified of the incident and the trap was repaired and
activated the same day. A total of nine cowbirds escaped due to this incident, five of which were later
recaptured. Vandalism was anticipated and has occurred during previous years of trapping because of
heavy trail use. Informing community members of the importance of the program is ongoing and will
continue throughout the 5-year implementation.

6.5.4 Trap Relocation Recommendations

Regardless of trap placement, both onsite and offsite trap locations should be used in order to increase
productivity.
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6.5.4.1 Onsite Traps

With the exception of the Upland trap, which was the second most productive trap during 2005,
historically the onsite trap locations have not been very productive traps; however, these four locations
represent both upland and riparian habitats and were not vandalized due to their semi-secluded access
routes. Therefore, any of these remaining trap locations could continue to be used during future trapping
seasons. Based on recommendations made following the 2001 trapping season, traps should not be
placed near Haines Canyon Creek or Tujunga Ponds.

6.5.4.2 Offsite Traps

The Equestrian A trap was by far the most productive trap during 2005. The Equestrian B and Esko traps
were aiso highly productive, respectively, due to their close proximity to active stables. The owners of
these privately-owned stable/boarding areas were very cooperative and efforts should be made to contact
them again in the future if trapping activities continue. If the exact locations are not available in the future,
then efforts should be made in the 2 months prior to program implementation for other suitable stable
locations.
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SECTION 7.0 —- WILDLIFE SUCCESS MONITORING

7.1 PURPOSE AND GOALS

The ultimate goal of the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site is to provide for long-term preservation,
management, and enhancement of the biological resources for the benefit of the state’s fish and wildlife
resources. The project site is presently used by various common and sensitive wildlife species. The
primary goal of the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Plan is to establish breeding and foraging habitat for
resident and migratory wildlife species associated with the riparian, alluvial scrub, and aquatic habitats.
Observations of common wildlife and plant species within the mitigation area have been documented in
previous surveys. In addition, the MMP requires that the wildlife monitoring surveys be conducted in
order to document use of restoration areas by wildlife. Use of restored habitats by the following list of
sensitive wildlife species will be considered progress indicators of revegetation success.

7.2 LEAST BELL’S VIREO

7.2.1 Methodology

Chambers Group wildlife biologists familiar with the songs, whisper songs, calls, scolds, and visual
identification of the least Bell's vireo conducted eight focused surveys. These surveys were conducted at
10-day intervals during April, May, June, and July. No more than 50 hectares of suitable riparian habitat
was surveyed by the biologist per day. The surveys were conducted on April 14, 25, May 6, 18, June 1,
14, 23, and July 7, 2005. Weather conditions during the surveys ranged from 100 percent overcast to
clear skies with temperatures ranging from 52°F to 80°F. All surveys were conducted between the hours
of 6:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. and were in accordance with USFWS guidelines (2001). The surveyors
conducted the surveys by walking all suitable riparian habitats as well as stationing themselves in the
best locations within the riparian habitat in order to listen and look for vireos. In addition to the least Bell’s
vireos, any detection of the parasitic brown-headed cowbird, the federally listed endangered
southwestern willow flycatcher, or the federal candidate and state-listed endangered western yellow-billed
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) was also recorded. All vireo detection, including number of
individuals, sex, age, and leg bands, was recorded on standardized data sheets.

7.2.2 Status/Results

Least Bell's vireos were not observed or detected during the eight focused surveys at the Big Tujunga
Wash Mitigation Bank project site. Riparian habitat on the site provides moderate to high quality habitat
for this species. Additionally, least Bell's vireo are known to occur within 5 miles of the site, therefore, it is
probable that if the population increases enough in number, they will disperse onto the Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank project site. Southwestern willow flycatchers and western yeliow-billed cuckoos were not
seen or heard during any of the vireo surveys. Appendix H contains the report and field data sheets from

each of the surveys.

7.3 SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER

7.3.1 Methodology

Permitted biologists, Mike McEntee (TE-758175) and Shelby Howard (TE-092163-0), conducted five
focused surveys for the southwestern willow flycatcher. Survey methods followed the mandatory protocol
developed by Sogge et. al (1997) and the subsequent revised protocol developed by the USFWS (2000).
Surveys were conducted on May 27, June 17, 27, July 5, and 12, 2005. Each visit was at least 5 days
apart. Sogge et. al (1997) recommends that surveys be conducted between dawn and 1000 hours. The
biologist completed surveying the entire flycatcher habitat by 10:00 a.m.; however, surveying activity
continued while returning to the vehicle. Weather conditions during the surveys ranged from 100 percent
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overcast to clear skies with temperatures ranging from 54° to 86° Fahrenheit (12.2° to 30° Celsius) and
wind speeds ranging from 0-2 mile per hour (0 meters/second to 0.9 meters/second). Less than
2.6 linear miles (4.2 kilometers) of habitat were surveyed per day. Surveys were conducted by walking
slowly and methodically under the canopy of the willow riparian woodland. Taped vocalizations of the
species were played every 75 to 100 feet in an attempt to elicit a response from potentially present
individuals. The tape was played for roughly 15 seconds and then stopped for one or two minutes to
listen for a response. Tape playing was discontinued when a flycatcher was detected. Upon detection,

observations were recorded, plotted, and Global Positioning System (GPS) readings of the location were
taken. Behavior, number, and location of paired or unpaired birds; age and sex would be noted. The
biologist also checked for leg bands and if present, the color combination of the bands recorded. Bird
locations were mapped on U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps. All wildlife species
observed or detected during the surveys were documented.

7.3.2 Results

Southwestern willow flycatchers were not observed during the 2005 focused surveys, and no nesting
southwestern willow flycatchers were reported in the vicinity. Southwestern willow flycatchers have been
observed within the project site during previous focused surveys (2002 and 2004); however, there was no
evidence or behavioral cues observed that would suggest that these flycatchers attempted to nest at the
site and therefore they were all considered to be migrants. In addition, there is no designated critical
habitat for this species located in the Big Tujunga watershed, or any other streams in Los Angeles County
(USFWS 1997). Based on the negative survey results and the lack of documented nesting records for
the surrounding area, the southwestern willow flycatcher is likely absent from the mitigation bank at this
time. Additionally, neither least Bell’s vireo or western yellow-billed cuckoo was observed during the
willow flycatcher surveys. Appendix H contains the report and field data sheets from each of the surveys.

7.4 ARROYO TOAD

7.4.1 Methodology

Qualified wildlife biologists familiar with the habits, appearance, and vocalizations of the arroyo
southwestern toad have conducted surveys, which follow the 1999 USFWS Survey Protocol Guidelines
for the arroyo toad (Bufo californicus). The protocol states that at least six surveys must be conducted
during the breeding season, which generally occurs from March 15 through July 1, with at least seven
days between surveys and with at least one survey per month during April, May, and June. Surveys
include both daytime and nighttime components conducted within the same 24-hour period (except when
arroyo toads are detected in the survey area). Surveys were conducted on April 18, 27, May 12, 26,
June 14, and 28, 2005. No evidence of the presence of arroyo southwestern toads was detected at the

Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site in 2005.

Daytime surveys were conducted by walking slowly along stream margins and in adjacent riparian
habitat, visually searching for (but not disturbing) eggs, larvae, and juveniles. Nighttime surveys were
conducted by walking slowly and carefully on stream banks. Surveyors stopped periodically and
remained still and silent for approximately 15 minutes at appropriate sites to wait for arroyo toads to call.
Nighttime surveys were conducted between one hour after dusk and midnight, when air temperature at
dusk was 55 degrees Fahrenheit or greater.
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7.4.2 Results

Due to the high levels of rainfall this season, arroyo toad surveys were conducted for 2005. This is only
the second year that water levels have been high enough to warrant arroyo toad surveys since the
beginning of the project. No arroyo toads were detected on the mitigation bank site during the 2005

surveys nor were they found during surveys in 2003.
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SECTION 8.0 - TRAILS PROGRAM

8.1 INTRODUCTION

This program was designed to formalize joint equestrian and hiking trails through the Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank site to allow traffic that is compatible with the site’s primary function of habitat restoration
and preservation. This program consists of the LACDPW's installation of portable toilets and trash
receptacles and entering into a partnership agreement with a sponsor for trash collection, and the
Consultant’s construction and placement of information kiosks. The trails reclamation program consists of
the Consultant’s actions to close non-essential trails and reclaim them for habitat. These actions include
the installation of necessary barriers and signs, and the planting of native vegetation in the retired
pathways. The trails reclamation program was initiated in November 2000.

8.1.1 Purpose/Goals

The overall goal of the trails system is to allow for recreational activity while minimizing impacts on the
habitat quality at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank site. Essential to this process is the effort of
returning unnecessary trails to their natural condition for the overall improvement of habitat quality.
Because the trails closure and restoration is comprised of riparian habitat restoration, the trails program is
an integral part of the evaluation process to help determine the success of the overall riparian restoration
and enhancement program. Thus, it is evaluated and reported as part of the functional analysis of the
riparian habitat and during the regular maintenance and monitoring of the riparian habitat restoration
sites. It is also essential for determining if recreational use is having negative impacts on the success of
the riparian restoration and enhancement program, or if wildlife use of the site is being compromised.
The following sections describe implementation tasks that were conducted during the fifth year of MMP
implementation, current status of the program, probiems that were encountered during the
implementation process, and future proposed implementation tasks.

8.1.2 Location

Figure 8-1 shows the trails map of the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank. The trails map was overlaid on
a one inch=200 feet aerial photograph of the site and shows the trails as they exist, trails that are
currently present, and the four designated main trails that serve as safe and scenic recreational trails.
The four main trails include the Water Trail, Bert Bonnett Trail Loop, Dr. Au Trail, and Pond Trail.

Pedestrians and equestrians can access the mitigation bank site at four locations. One entrance is
located in the southwestern portion of the site at the junction of Wentworth and Wheatland Avenue. Two
entrances are located in the southeast corner of the site, one of which is adjacent to an existing parcel of
private land, and the other is an equestrian step-over entrance, at the junction of Wentworth and Mary
Bell. The private landowner just east of these two entrances has installed a gate at the back of his
property, which allows for access to the site. The third entrance point consists of the main east-west trail
in Big Tujunga Wash. This trail cannot be fenced off from the adjacent properties located west and
northeast of the site because a fence placed across Big Tujunga Wash would interfere with water flow.
Therefore, the public can freely enter the site via the adjacent properties. in addition to the pubiic
entrances, locked gates are located at the Wheatland entrance in the northwest portion of the site, at the
Cottonwood/Wentworth intersection on the south side of the site, and at Foothill Boulevard near the
junction with Big Tujunga Wash.
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8.2 METHODOLOGY

The following is an outline of the trails reclamation tasks as taken from the 2000 MMP. Trails
implementation tasks were based on this outline and modified in the field as needed. Trails
implementation is an on-going program and will continue on a quarterly basis until each of the following
tasks has been successfully implemented.

Trails Program Tasks:

Determine Needs for Permitting (404, 401, 1601, and Section 7)
Obtain Permits (if necessary)

Place and Maintain Trash Receptacles and Portable Toilets
Construct and Place Information Kiosks

Prepare Information for Inclusion in Kiosks

Place Barriers Across Entrances to Reclaimed Trails
Construct and Place Trail Signs

Remove Debris from Reclaimed Trails

Plant Native Plant Materials on Reclaimed Trails

Maintain Reclaimed Trails

Monitor Success of Trails Reclamation

Annual Reporting

VVVVVVVVVVVY

8.3 IMPLEMENTED TASKS

Trail implementation began in August 2000 and has continued on an intermittent basis. Enhancement of
trails in 2005 primarily consisted of keeping the trails safe for pedestrians and equestrians. This program
is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Section 15301(c) because it involves
public safety issues. The implementation of the formal trails system program will not involve grading in
waterways or wetlands. No mechanical clearing of trails or alteration of waterways was implemented,
therefore 404, 401, 1601, and Section 7 permits were not necessary. Figures 8-2 and 8-3 show the
checklists for the trails implementation tasks and the trails monitoring tasks that have been completed

thus far.

8.3.1 Trails Enhancement and General Site Conditions

The placement of bilingual signage explaining the importance of not releasing pets and other non-native
species into the ponds and aquatic habitats around the ponds was not attempted in 2005. Signs placed
in this area in previous years resulted in the signs being removed, vandalized and often thrown into the
ponds. A more permanent form of placement must be found before more signs can be displayed in this

area.

Trails were monitored on a monthly basis and overhanging branches and plant materials that obstructed
the trails were trimmed back as necessary. Additionally, several trails were re-established and trash was
removed during a trail enhancement day in July 2005. An unauthorized footbridge was installed along the
western edge of the Tujunga Ponds to replace the one washed out by storms. Because this footbridge is
not causing any impacts to the water flow and will likely be replaced if removed, it was not removed
during scheduled trail maintenance visits.

6629 P3.6 006 -
4/27/06 8-3



£ b MK KKK

X i X B B

Figure 8-2
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

TRAILS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Place barriers (logs, rocks, etc.) in front of designated reclaimed trails.

Place informative/restrictive signs at closure point of each closed trail (where feasible).
Place portable toilet at main staging area and near Tujunga Ponds.

Place trash receptacles along trails in designated areas.

Clear large stones, debris, etc. from main trails to an approximately 8’ width.

Trim overhanging branches to approximately 10’ above ground level (as-need basis).
Place trail location signs at designated areas along the main trails.

Rake compacted ground of reclaimed trails after ciosure.

Plant cuttings along reclaimed trails. (Still in progress)

Conduct bimonthly visits. (Monthiy)

Maintain trails on a bimonthly basis. (Monthly)

Monitor success along reclaimed trails as part of the monitoring and maintenance program. (Still
in progress)
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Figure 8-3
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

TRAIL MONITORING CHECKLIST

Project Biologist performs monthly inspection of each trail.

Remove trash from trails and adjacent areas and place in trash receptacles on an as-needed basis.
Remove overgrowing vegetation from trail paths on an as-needed basis.

Trim low overhanging branches to minimum of 10-feet above ground level on an as-needed basis.
Document any flooding and erosion problems. If unsafe trail conditions occur, temporarily close the
trails and notify LACDPW. Do not re-open trails until the problem has been resolved.

Remove any obstructions from the paths on an as-needed basis. If large objects block the main
trail, note the location and remove at a later time using proper equipment, etc.

Ensure the use of trails by only equestrians and pedestrians. Place restrictive signs and barriers in
proper locations in key problem areas. Notify enforcement authorities if problems continue.

Correct all problems same day or document and take corrective actions as soon as
possibie/reasonable.

Ensure the working condition of kiosks, trash receptacles, and portable toilets on an as-needed
basis. REefill the brochures at each kiosk as necessary.

Make sure all trail signs are standing, legible, and facing the appropriate direction on an as-needed
basis.

Document any differences in the path of trails if they seem altered or new paths “appear.” Use field
maps, photographs, and descriptive text to identify the location and notify LADPW. Restrict these
areas from further use through use of signs and barriers.

Ensure that reclaimed trails are no longer in use. Modify barriers and signs as needed to prevent

the use of reclaimed trails.
Remove barriers and restrictive signs from reclaimed trails once Restoration Specialist deems area

successful.
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8.4 PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

8.4.1 Signs/Kiosks

The Cottonwood kiosk was vandalized early in the year when a rock was thrown through the glass doors
and has not yet been repaired. Flood Maintenance recovered the Haul Road kiosk from the wash where
it fell during the winter storms. This kiosk has not been replaced and a new design has been proposed to
replace the old kiosks. The design may include lexon material placed flush against the display board.
This improved design would be implemented for both kiosks and would not include doors or space
between the boards. This may reduce vandalism and weather damage.

CAC members decided against the installation of general trail signage. The possibility of bilingual
informational signage attached to the fence at all entrances is being discussed by LACDPW.

6629 P3.6 006 -
4/27/06 8-6



SECTION 9.0 — PUBLIC AWARENESS AND OUTREACH PROGRAM

9.1 INTRODUCTION

Public awareness and involvement are major components of the MMP process. The local community
generally supports the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank project and has been pro-active in its planning
and implementation. Due to the community’s history of taking care of the site for years, there is every
reason to believe that with the proper education and training, local residents will continue to be dedicated
caretakers of the site.

9.1.1 Purpose and Goals

There are many key stakeholders and community groups that have shown great interest in the Big
Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank project. These stakeholders include elected officials who are sensitive to
the needs of the community and who must respond to residents concerns; local, state, and federal
agencies; and local residents. Given the community’s involvement with the site, the goal of the Public
Awareness and QOutreach Program is to keep the stakeholders and public informed of the ongoing
enhancement activities at Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank.

In order to facilitate the outreach program, a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was created. The
CAC is made up of representatives from various agencies and local organizations, and meets on a
quarterly basis. The CAC meetings serve as an effective communication avenue between the Project
Team (LACDPW and Chambers Group) and the local community.

The list of key stakeholders has been revised since the final MMP due to CAC participation and contacts.
All current key stakeholders and persons on the mailing list are included in Figure 9-1. Figure 9-2
contains the current checklist for the community awareness and involvement program.

The CAC consists of community residents and representatives from local community organizations
including, but not limited to:

Shadow Hills Property Owners Association

Lake View Terrace Homeowners Association

Small Wilderness Area Preservation group

California Trail Users Coalition and Equestrian Trails, Inc., Corrals 10 and 20
Hansen Dam Community Advisory Committee

Valley Horse Owners Association

Lake View Terrace Improvement Association

San Fernando Valley Rangers

Tujunga Watershed Council

Foothill Water Company

vV VvV

VVVVVVYVY

The committee also includes agency and elected officials with representatives from, but not limited to:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

California Department of Fish and Game
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Regional Quality Control Board
Supervisor Mike Antonovich’s Office
Councilman Joel Wachs’ Office
Councilman Alex Padilla’s Office

Council Member Wendy Greul’s Office
Assemblyperson Cindy Montanez's Office
Los Angeles Police Department

VVVVVVVVVY
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Figure 9-1
CURRENT KEY STAKEHOLDERS/MAILING LIST

Current Key Stakeholders/Mailing List is attached
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Mr. Paul Novak

Office of Supervisor Michael Antonovich
Supervisonial District 5

500 W. Temple

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Chris Stone

Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works
900 S. Freemont

Alhambra, CA 91803

Mr. Scott Harris

California Department of Fish and Game
1508 North Harding Avenue

Pasadena, CA 91104

Mr. Ken Corey

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Rd.
Carlsbad, CA 92009-4219

Officer Larry Martinez
LAPD

12760 Osborne Street
Pacoima, CA 91331

Mr. Mike Fullerton

California Trail Users Coalition and ETI
9800 Craig Mitchell

Sunland, CA 91040

Mr. Dennis Kroeplin

Hansen Dam Lakes Coalition
10942 Longford Street

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Mr. Terry Kaiser

Equestrian Trails, Inc. &
California Trail Users Coalition
10354 McBroom Street
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

Mr. Eddie Milligan

Hansen Dam Equestrian Center
11127 Orcas Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Mr. Phil Tabbi

Small Wilderness Area Preserve
11134 Sheldon Street

Sun Valley, CA 91352

Ms. Deb Baumann
P.O. Box 176
Sunland, CA 91041

Mr. Alvin Kelly

Office of Assemblyman Tony Cardenas
Assembly District 39

11541 Laurel Canyon Bivd., Suite C
Mission Hills, CA 91345

Mr. Tony Klecha

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Ms. Cile Borman

Lake View Terrace
Improvement Association
11453 Albemni Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Mr. Bill Eick

Small Wilderness Area Preserve
9647 Stonehurst Avenue

Sun Valley, CA 91352

Ms. Linda Fullerton

California Trail Users Coalition and ETI
9800 Craig Mitchell

Shadow Hills, CA 91040

James and Andrea Gutman
Shadow Hills Property
Owners Association

10511 Mahoney Drive
Sunland, CA 91040

Ms. Tama Lockwood

Valley Horse Owners Association
11370 Ruggiero Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Ms. Nancy Snider

Lake View Terrace
Homeowners Association
10631 Foothiil Blvd.

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Ms. Pat MacLaughlin

MIG

169 North Marengo Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101

Chris Olsen
6350 Laurel Canyon Boulevard, #201
North Hollywood, CA 91601

Mr. Aaron Allen

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Office of the Chief, Regulatory Branch
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

Ms. Mary Meyer

California Department of Fish & Game
South Coastal Region

1429 Foothill Bivd.

Ojai, CA 93023

Ms. Kathy Delson
Shadow Hills Property
Owners Association
10910 Walnut Drive
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

Ms. Brenda Frankiin

Lake View Terrace
Homeowners Association
11377 Osborne Place

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Ms. Lise Graber

Lake View Terrace
Homeowners Association
9839 Foothill Place

Lakeview Terrace, CA 91342

Ms. Phyliis Hines

Lake View Terrace
Improvement Association
11515 Orcas Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Mr. Bill Mears

San Fernando Valley Rangers
11350 Clybourn Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Ms. Carol Roper
Shadow Hills Property
Owners Association
9635 La Canada Way
Sunland, CA 91040

Mr. Jerry Piro

Sun Valley Watershed Group
8600 Robert Avenue

Sun Valley, CA 91352



Ms. Patricia Wood

LADPW

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Ms. Chris Arlington
Shadow Hills Property
Owners Association
9635 La Canada Way
Suniand, CA 91040

Ms. Jagy Gamble
9915 Mc Broom Street
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

Ms. Madeleine Jenkin
LADPW

Personnel and Public Affairs
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Ms. Michele Chimienti
LADPW

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Mr. John Burton

LADPW

900 South Fremont Avenue
Athambra, CA 91803-1331

Ms. Deb Baumann
Hansen Dam Lakes Coalition
11366 Orcas Avenue

Lake View Terrace, CA 91342

Mr. Vik Bapua

LADPW

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Mr. James Wilson

Field Deputy
Councilmember Alex Padilla
13630 Van Nuys Boulevard
Pacoima, CA 91331

Ms. Jennifer Plaisted

Senior Deputy

Supervisor Antonovich

215 North Marengo Avenue, Suite 120
Pasadena, CA 91101

Ms. Barbara Tarnowski
10410 Las Lunitas Avenue
Tujunga, CA 91042-1841

Ms. Mary Montgomery
770 N. Hoover Street
Los Angeles, CA 90029

Ms. Patricia Davenport

Field Deputy

City of Los Angeles
Sunland-Tujunga Field Office
7747 Foothill Boulevard
Tujunga, CA 91042

Ms. Patti Friedman, Deputy
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
San Fernando Valley Field Office
21949 Plummer Street
Chatsworth, CA 91311

Ms. Elektra Kruger
Shadow Hills Property
Owners Association
10544 Mahoney Drive
Sunland, CA 91040

Mr. Mark Dierking
Legislative Deputy
Councilmember Alex Padilla
Room 312, City Hall East
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ms. Wendy Greuel
13619 Valerio Street, Unit C
Van Nuys, CA 91405

Ms. Ruth Luevanos

Assembly Member Cindy Montanez
11541 Laurel Canyon Bivd., Suite C
Mission Hills, CA 91345

Ms. Belinda Kwan

LADPW

900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331

Ms. Mary Benson
FHTNC

11070 Sheldon Street
Sun Valley, CA 91352

Ms. Stephanie V. Landregan, ASLA
Mountains Recreation and
Conservation Authority

L.A. River Center & Gardens

570 West 26, Suite 100

Los Angeles, CA 90065
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Figure 9-2

COMMUNITY AWARENESS AND INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Initiate formation of CAC in July 2000.

Prepare letter and send to agencies and key community organizations inviting them to join CAC
(late July 2000).

Establish CAC and meet formally to discuss plans (mid August 2000)

- Identify CAC Chairperson

- Establish communications protocols amongst CAC members

- Schedule future meeting date(s)

Prepare initial newsletter and mail to stakeholders September 2000.

Prepare fact sheets and post in kiosk, distribute to CAC members (Fall, 2000).

Identify community meetings, events, fairs, trail rides where public information materials can be
distributed. This can be accomplished by working closely with CAC members, elected officials’
offices, homeowner, and business groups in the area.

Work with project landscape architects and technical consultants to establish appropriate signage
and kiosks onsite. Signs shall be bilingual English/Spanish. Post public information materials and
community updates (in kiosks within 1 week of preparation).

Contact local schools.

Attend onsite meeting with local school personnel.

Prepare newsletters for distribution in September 2000; March, June, and September 2001.
Prepare newsletters for distribution in March and September of years 2002-2005 (ongoing).

Hold quarterly CAC meetings in years 2000-2003.

Hold bi-annual CAC meeting in years 2004-2005 (March and September).

Contact elected officials and agency personnel bi-annually to offer updates on the project (2000-
2005).
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9.2 ACTIONS TAKEN

9.2.1 Community Advisory Committee Meetings

Bi-annual CAC meetings were held on April 28 and October 27, 2005. The meetings were very
successful, providing the community and Public Works with an opportunity to work together on issues
including habitat restoration, trail closures, site security/safety and accessibility, and other enhancement
measures. Before each meeting, a meeting reminder with the agenda and list of action items was mailed
to all stakeholders. After each meeting, the minutes, attendance, and wall graphic were mailed to all
meeting participants. Appendix | contains all of the CAC meeting minutes, attendance, and wall graphics.
The following is a list of the major action items discussed during the 2005 CAC meetings:

» General Site Signage/Kiosks: The Wheatland kiosk was destroyed along with the haul road during the
January 2005 storms. Public Works will attempt to remove the kiosk from the wash and repair it if
possible. It will be relocated to the road near the Wheatland gate.

» Tamayo Property: Public Works has sent their documentation in for purchasing the land from the City.
Pat Davenport offered to help keep track the paperwork as it goes through the appropriate channels.
The 1-acre property will need trash removal and the encampment relocated. The land will be
incorporated in the mitigation bank later.

» Website: The LACDPW website is functional and can be accessed at www.ladpw.org. Feedback on
the site has been positive.

» Unauthorized Overnight Campers: This is a constant issue within the project site and LACDPW is in
constant contact with the LA Homeless Services Authority.

» Site Safety: Patrols are being made on the site two times per week (but not on a regular basis) for
2 hours and updates can be found on the website.

» Trail Signage: Chambers Group has been coordinating with Terry Kaiser to make and install the trail
signs. A few of the CAC members now feel that the use of signs along the trails is not a good idea.
LACDPW will discuss the issue and decide what to do with the signs that have already been made.

» Graffiti: Public Works graffiti hotline number is (800) 675-4357. Graffiti continues to be observed.

» Water Quality Analysis: MWH conducted quarterly sampling and the results are available on the
LACDPW website as soon as they are received.

» Cottonwood Area as Staging Area: Terry Kaiser raised this action item in anticipation of using the
area near the Cottonwood Entrance as a horse trailer staging area in the event of a major fire. No
proposal has been received by LACDPW.

9.2.2 Newsletters

The “Big T Wash Line” is the project newsletter that was published in April, 2005. The newsletters
supplement the CAC meetings in that they provide detail on the various enhancement activities and are
distributed to all identified key stakeholders.

9.2.3 Elected Official Contact

Chambers Group subcontracted Moore, lacofano, & Goltsman Inc. (MIG) to provide expertise in public
involvement and facilitation. MIG has facilitated all CAC meetings and has actively contacted local
officials and agency personnel to update them on the status of the MMP measures. In an effort to keep
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elected officials up-to-date on happenings and emerging issues with the site, MIG has impiemented
periodic briefings in past years for the offices of City Council members Alex Padilla and Wendy Greul,
Assemblyperson Cindy Montanez, and Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich. Thus far, the offices of the
elected officials are supportive of the project and are interested in participating in advisory group
meetings, coordinating their offices’ activities with the project, and in serving as communications links with
constituents. The individual briefing of the elected officials’ offices was not conducted prior to the April
and October 2005 CAC meetings due to scheduling/contractual issues.

9.2.4 Project Fact Sheets

Project fact sheets are brief descriptions of each of the MMP programs. Due to the vandalism of the
Cottonwood kiosk, which is the only remaining kiosk, no new fact sheets have been posted for 2005.

9.3 STATUS

During 2005, the CAC meetings were held on a bi-annual basis. The final CAC meeting with Chambers
Group was held on Thursday, October 27, 2005 at Hanson Yard in Sun Valley. The CAC meetings will
continue between LACDPW and the CAC members on a quarterly basis. The final edition of the Big T
Wash Line was published in 2005.
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SECTION 10.0 - WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM

10.1 INTRODUCTION

In order to address both upstream and downstream water quality issues at the Big Tujunga Wash site, a
water-quality monitoring program was implemented. The monitoring program addresses specific water
quality issues, such as pesticideffertilizer percolation or run-off and subsequent groundwater
contamination, which may occur due to upstream deveiopment. Monitoring for elevated levels of nitrogen
and organophosphates in the flow entering the site will help determine whether nitrate-laden irrigation
water or pesticide containing run-off from upstream developments is affecting the Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank. The water-quality monitoring program at Big Tujunga Wash shall complement the
monitoring program that is a requirement of the upstream Angeles National Golf Club (formerly the
Canyon Trails Golf Course).

10.2 PURPOSE/GOALS

The water quality program is specifically designed to iook for changes in water quality that may potentially
affect sensitive native fishes and amphibians in the aquatic environment. The LACDPW personnel
established baseline water quality conditions on April 12, 2000, prior to the implementation of the MMP
programs. The LACDPW personnel conducted the baseline water quality sampling in accordance with
accepted protocols, and a certified water quality laboratory conducted the analyses. The water quality
program at Big Tujunga Wash includes quarterly monitoring for the following water quality parameters:

Total Kjeldahl-Nitrogen (TKN) | Total Residual Chlorine
Nitrite-Nitrogen (NO,-N) Total Coliform bacteria
Nitrate-Nitrogen (NO3-N) Fecal Coliform bacteria
Ammonia-Nitrogen (NH;-N) Turbidity
Orthophosphorus Dissolved Oxygen (DO)
QOrganophosphate Temperature (°C)

Total Phosphorus pH (pH units)
Glyphosate” Chlorpyrifos*

* Added to list of sampling parameters in 2004

10.3 METHODOLOGY

MWH Americas, a subconsultant to Chambers Group, is responsible for the water quality monitoring
program described in the MMP. An experienced Water Quality Specialist sampied the site on April 7,
June 30, October 25, and December 22, 2005. The samples were taken to Montgomery Watson
Laboratories, Pasadena, California, to be analyzed immediately after sampling was completed. The
results of the water quality analyses were summarized in quarterly letters and in an annual report
distributed to LACDPW, CDFG, RWQCB, and USFWS. The Water Quality Monitoring Program will
continue on a quarterly basis throughout the five-year duration of the MMP Program.

MWH has been in contact with the Angeles National Golf Club in order to obtain information regarding
their pesticide and herbicide application. Based on the information obtained, glyphosate (an herbicide)
was added to the list of sampling parameters starting in the first quarter of 2004. In addition, chlorpyrifos
(an insecticide) was added to the list of sampling parameters during the fourth quarter of 2004.
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10.3.1 Location of Sampling Sites

Water quality monitoring sites were permanently established with a GPS at various locations along the
Haines Canyon Creek and Big Tujunga Wash. Three monitoring sites were located along Haines Canyon
Creek. One site was located at the inflow to the Tujunga Ponds; a second site was located at the outflow
of the Tujunga Ponds; and a third site was located in Haines Canyon Creek, just before it exits the
Mitigation Bank. A fourth water quality monitoring station was aiso established in the Big Tujunga Wash,
and sampling was performed only when flowing water was present during the quarterly sampling visits.
Figure 10-1 shows the locations of the four sampiing locations. Figure 10-2 shows the checklist for the
water quality monitoring tasks.

Table 10-1
Big Tujunga Wash
2005 Water Quality Sampling Locations and Dates

Sampling Locations Latitude Longitude Date of Sample

Haines Canyon Creek, just N 3416’ 2.9 W 118 21' 22.2" | April 7, June 30, October 25,

before exit from site December 22

Haines Canyon Creek, N34 16’ 6.9 W 118 20° 18.7" | April 7, June 30, October 25,

inflow to Tujunga Ponds December 22

Haines Canyon Creek, N 3416 7.1 W 118 20’ 28.3" | April 7, June 30, October 25,

outflow from Tujunga Ponds December 22

Big Tujunga Wash N 34 16’ 11.7" W 118 21'4.0" | April 7, June 30, October 25,
December 22

10.3.2 Description of Analyses

A portion of the water quality parameters were analyzed in the field using the following field equipment:

» YSI Model 57 — dissolved oxygen and temperature
» HACH DR 700 — total residual chlorine
» Orion 230A - pH

All other analyses were performed in duplicate at Montgomery Watson Laboratories, Pasadena,
California.

10.4 RESULTS

Table 10-2 summarizes the results from the 2005 water quality sampling efforts. Detailed descriptions of

the analyses are located in Appendix J.

10.4.1 Comparison of Quarterly Monitoring

In general, the water quality on the site was relatively good. Water quality in 2005 was similar to the
April 12, 2000 baseline conditions. Fluctuations in some of the readings corresponded to expected
seasonal variation and from the releases from the Big Tujunga Dam resulting in high flows prior to the
April sampling. Sampling during 2005 did not detect any contamination of the waters due to pesticides or
fertilizers. Table 10-3 lists the baseline conditions. Results of analyses conducted by Montgomery
Watson Laboratories for samples coliected in 2005 are summarized in Tables 10-4 through 10-7. Where
duplicate analyses were conducted, the average value is graphed.
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Figure 10-2
BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK

WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Notify resource agencies.

Authorization from resource agencies.

Site visit to identify water quality monitoring stations.

Establish monitoring stations in Haines Canyon Creek and Big Tujunga Wash with GPS.
March 1 — Conduct baseline water quality on the site prior to implementation of enhancement
measures.

Submit samples to laboratory for analysis.

April 1 — Submit baseline monitoring report.

June 1 — 1% Quarterly sampling.

Submit samples to laboratory for analysis.

July 1 — Submit first quarterly monitoring report including a summary of baseline data to resource
agencies and consultant.

September 1 — 2" Quarterly sampling.

Submit samples to laboratory for analysis.

October 1 — Submit quarterly monitoring report to resource agencies and consultant.
December 1 — 3™ Quarterly sampling.

Submit samples to laboratory for analysis.

January 1 — Submit quarterly monitoring report to resource agencies and consultant.
March 1 — 4" Quarterly sampling.

Submit samples to laboratory for anaiysis.

April 1 — Submit to resource agencies and consultant first quarterly monitoring report.
May 1 — Submit annual monitoring report to resource agencies and consultant.

*Note: If at any time notable discrepancies occur between baseline data and quarterly sampling results,
the resource agencies and consultant shall be notified within 7 days of receiving water quality analysis.
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Table 10-2
Big Tujunga Wash
Summary of 2005 Water Quality Sampling Results

Parameter

Summary

Temperature

Seasonal fluctuations (up to 4C) were observed, with the June readings the highest
and the December readings the lowest. Observed temperatures were below levels
of concern for growth and survival of warm water fish species.

Dissolved Oxygen
(DO)

DO fluctuations generally followed seasonal temperature changes, with the highest
DO recorded during the April sampling. All DO readings in 2005 were above the
recommended minimum for warm water species of 5.0 mg/L except at the inflow to
and outflow from the Tujunga Ponds in the third quarter (4.5 and 4.8 mg/L
respectively). During the past 5 monitoring years, only one other DO reading below
5.0 mg/L has been recorded (in the inflow to the ponds in March 2001).

pH

For all sampling dates in 2005, the pH of waters flowing into and out of the ponds
varied by 0.1 units or less. The maximum seasonal pH fluctuation at any station in
2005 was 1.3 units. The pH values in 2005 were within the 6.5 to 8.5 range
identified in the basin plan except at Haines Canyon Creek in the first quarter (9.0
units) and at Big Tujunga Wash in the first, third and fourth quarters (9,0, 8.6, and
8.6, respectively).

Total Residual
Chlorine

As with all preceding years, total residual chlorine readings were below the detection
fimit.

Nitrogen

Nitrite-nitrogen was not detected in any samples in 2005. Ammonia-nitrogen was
not detected in the first two quarters. In the third quarter, ammonia-nitrogen was
detected in low concentrations (<0.1 mg/L) in the inflow to and outflow from the
Tujunga Ponds. In the fourth quarter, ammonia nitrogen was detected at all sites in
concentrations ranging from 0.06 to 0.17 mg/L. Kjeldahl nitrogen (organic plus
ammonia) readings were consistently low (<1 mg/L) at all stations. Nitrate-nitrogen
was consistently higher for the inflow to versus the outflow from the ponds (up to
2 mg/L difference) except in the third quarter when the values for inflow and outflow
were similar (2.8 and 2.9 mg/L, respectively). Nitrate levels in Haines Canyon Creek
were similar to or lower than the levels in the outflow from the ponds. All nitrate-
nitrogen readings was below the drinking standard of 10mg/L.

Phosphorus

The EPA’s recommendation for phosphorus values in streams is <0.05 — 0.1 mg/L.
Total phosphorus levels in the inflow to and outflow from Tujunga Ponds and in
Haines Canyon Creek exceeded the lower value of the EPA’s recommendation
(0.05 mg/L) in the fourth quarter of 2005. The total phosphorus values were below
0.1 mg/L at all stations for all four quarters of 2005.

Glyphosate

Glyphosate reading on all sampling dates were below the detection limit.

Chlorpyrifos

Chlorpyrifos and the other pesticides tested using EPA’s analytical method 625 were
not detected at any station in 2005.

Turbidity

The turbidity readings were below the drinking water standards of 56 NTU and were
not excessive for aguatic life.

Bacteria

Fecal coliform ievels in 2005 ranged from 2 to 170 MPN/100 mL and were below the
water contact recreation standard of 200 MPN/100mL for all four quarters at all
stations. Total coliforms were much higher (up to 16,000 MPN/100 mL), but total
coliform spikes (over 50,000 — 100,000 MPN/100 mL) were not observed in 2005.
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Table 10-3
Big Tujunga Wash
Baseline Water Quality (2000)

Parameter Units Date Haines Haines Big Haines Canyon
Canyon Creek, | Canyon Creek, | Tujunga Creek, Just
Inflow to Outflow from Wash Before Exit From
Tujunga Tujunga Site
Ponds Ponds
. MPN/ | 4/12/00 3,000 5,000 170 1,700
T i ' ' '
otal coliform | 466 mi [~ 4/18/00 2.200 170,000 2.400 70,000
Fecal MPN/ | 4/12/00 500 300 40 80
coliform 100 ml [ 4/18/00 500 30,000 2,400 50,000
Ammonia-N mg/L 4/12/00 0 0 0 0
4/18/00 0 0 0 0
) 4/12/00 8.38 5.19 0 3.73
Nitrate-N mgll I sio0 8.2 3.1 0.053 0.438
- 4/12/00 0.061 0 0 0
Nitrite-N mall 1 8i00 0.055 0 0 0
. 4/12/00 0 0.1062 0.163 0
Kjeldahl-N moll 28100 0 0.848 0.42 0.428
Dissolved oL |_A/12/00 0.078 0.056 0 0.063
phosphorus 9 4/18/00 0.089 0.148 0.111 0.163
Total oL 4712000 0.086 0.062 0 0.066
phosphorus g 4/18/00 0.113 0.153 0.134 0.211
H <td units |_2/12/00 7.78 7.68 7.96 7.91
P 4718100 718 7.47 7.45 7.06
- 4/12/00 1.83 0.38 175 0.6
Turbidity NTU 21800 4.24 323 4,070 737

6629 P3.6 006 _
4127106 10-6




Table 10-4
Summary of Big Tujunga Wash Water Quality Results

1% Quarter 2005 (4/7/05)

Parameter Units Inflow to | Inflow to Outflow Outflow Big Big Haines Canyon | Haines Canyon
Tujunga | Tujunga From From Tujunga | Tujunga Creek Exiting Creek Exiting
Ponds 1 Ponds 2 Tujunga Tujunga Wash 1 Wash 2 Site 1 Site 2
(Duplicate) | Ponds 1 Ponds 2 (Duplicate) (Duplicate)
(Duplicate)

Temperature °C 19.0 - 17.8 -~ 17.0 - 163 -

Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 7.4 - 7.7 -- 11.5 -- 11.4 --

PH std units 7.2 - 7.3 - 9.0 - 9.0 --

Total residual chlorine mg/L ND - ND -- ND -- ND --

Ammonia-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 0.44 0.31 4.10 0.30 0.23 0.24 0.21 0.54

Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

Nitrate-Nitrogen mg/L 5.4 54 3.2 3.6 ND ND ND ND

Orthophosphate-P mg/L 0.022 0.021 0.025 0.026 0.1 0.12 ND ND

Total phosphorus-P mg/L 0.021 0.024 0.022 0.022 0.010 ND ND 0.012

Glyphosate Hg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

Chlorpyrifos*® ng/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

Turbidity NTU 0.50 0.70 0.60 0.50 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.3

Fecal Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100ml 2 2 8 13 2 2 8 4

- No duplicate samples taken for field measurements

NTU
MPN
ND non-detect

nephelometric turbidity units
most probable number

The analytical method used for chlorpyrifos (diazinon/chlorpyrifos by GCMS, EPA 625) also tests for the following chemicals: diazinon, sulprofos,
demeton, dichlorvos, disulfoton, dimethoate, ethoprop, fenchlorophos, fensulfothion, fenthion, merphos, mevinphos, malathion, parathion-methyl,
phorate, tokuthion, tetrachlorovinphos, and trichloronate. Samples for this quarter were all non-detect for these EPA 625 parameters.
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Table 10-5
Summary of Big Tujunga Wash Water Quality Results
2" Quarter 2005 (6/30/05)

Parameter Units Inflowto | Inflowto | Outflow Outflow Big Big Haines Haines
Tujunga Tujunga From From Tujunga Tujunga Canyon Canyon Creek
Ponds 1 Ponds 2 Tujunga Tujunga Wash 1 Wash 2 Creek Exiting | Exiting Site 2
(Duplicate) { Ponds 1 Ponds 2 (Duplicate) Site 1 (Duplicate)
(Duplicate)
Temperature °C 20.5 -- 19.5 -- 26.3 -- 19.5 -
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 7.5 -- 5.1 -- 5.2 - 7.8 --
PH std units 6.8 -- 6.9 -- 8.4 -- 7.8 --
Total residual chlorine mg/L ND -- ND -- ND - ND --
Ammonia-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 0.24 0.21 ND 0.34 ND 0.36 0.23 0.21
Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Nitrate-Nitrogen mg/L 4.6 47 26 26 ND ND 23 2.3
Orthophosphate-P mg/L 0.024 0.024 0.028 0.029 ND ND 0.032 0.031
Total phosphorus-P mg/L 0.042 0.012 0.025 0.040 0.013 ND 0.033 0.030
Glyphosate ug/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Chlorpyrifos™® ng/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Turbidity NTU 0.20 0.30 0.25 0.25 0.20 0.30 0.25 0.20
Fecal Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100ml 50 17 170 170 2 13 80 110
- No duplicate samples taken for field measurements
NTU nephelometric turbidity units
MPN most probable number
ND non-detect
* The analytical method used for chlorpyrifos (diazinon/chlorpyrifos by GCMS, EPA 625) also tests for the following chemicals: diazinon, sulprofos,
demeton, dichlorvos, disulfoton, dimethoate, ethoprop, fenchlorophos, fensulfothion, fenthion, merphos, mevinphos, malathion, parathion-methyl,
phorate, tokuthion, tetrachlorovinphos, and trichloronate. Samples for this quarter were all hon-detect for these EPA 625 parameters.
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Table 10-6
Summary of Big Tujunga Wash Water Quality Results
3" Quarter 2005 (10/25/05)

Parameter Units Inflowto | Inflowto | Outflow Outflow Big Big Haines Haines
Tujunga Tujunga From From Tujunga Tujunga Canyon Canyon Creek
Ponds 1 Ponds 2 Tujunga Tujunga Wash 1 Wash 2 Creek Exiting | Exiting Site 2
(Duplicate) | Ponds 1 Ponds 2 (Duplicate) Site 1 (Duplicate)
{Duplicate)

Temperature °C 19.0 -- 19.0 - 19.9 - 18.5 -
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 45 -- 48 -- 8.3 - 8.3 --
PH std units 6.9 - 6.9 - 8.6 - 7.9 -
Total residual chlorine mg/L ND - ND - ND -- ND --
Ammonia-Nitrogen mg/L 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 ND ND ND ND
Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 0.35 0.31 0.30 0.28 0.24 0.24 0.34 0.27
Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Nitrate-Nitrogen mg/L 28 2.8 29 29 ND ND 2.8 28
Orthophosphate-P mg/L 0.040 0.039 0.040 0.040 ND ND 0.044 0.042
Total phosphorus-P mg/L ND 0.031 ND ND ND ND ND ND
Glyphosate ug/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Chlorpyrifos* ng/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Turbidity NTU 0.50 0.60 0.65 0.70 35 36 1.7 0.50
Fecal Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100ml 50 13 50 50 17 13 80 130
Total Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100m| 1,400 1,100 3,000 500 700 1,600 1,600 2,200

- No duplicate samples taken for field measurements

NTU nephelometric turbidity units

MPN most probable number

ND non-detect

* The analytical method used for chlorpyrifos (diazinon/chlorpyrifos by GCMS, EPA 625) also tests for the following chemicals: diazinon, sulprofos,
demeton, dichlorvos, disulfoton, dimethoate, ethoprop, fenchlorophos, fensulfothion, fenthion, merphos, mevinphos, malathion, parathion-methyl,
phorate, tokuthion, tetrachlorovinphos, and trichloronate. Samples for this quarter were all non-detect for these EPA 625 parameters.
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Table 10-7

Summary of Big Tujunga Wash Water Quality Results
4" Quarter 2005 (12/22/05)
Parameter Units Inflow to | Inflow to Outflow Outflow Big Big Haines Haines
Tujunga Tujunga From From Tujunga Tujunga Canyon Canyon Creek
Ponds 1 Ponds 2 Tujunga Tujunga Wash 1 Wash 2 Creek Exiting | Exiting Site 2
(Duplicate) | Ponds 1 Ponds 2 (Duplicate) Site 1 (Duplicate)
(Duplicate)

Temperature °C 17.4 - 18.0 -- 13.0 - 16.0 -
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 74 -- 5.3 - 9.2 - 84 -
PH std units 6.8 - 6.9 -- 8.6 -- 7.7 -
Total residual chlorine mg/L ND -- ND -- ND -- ND --
Ammonia-Nitrogen mg/L ND 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.08
Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 0.23 0.37 0.56 0.25 0.25 0.21 0.26 0.27
Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Nitrate-Nitrogen mg/L 3.9 3.9 3.4 3.4 ND ND 34 3.4
Orthophosphate-P mg/L 0.027 0.028 0.028 0.027 ND ND 0.030 0.032
Total phosphorus-P mg/L 0.086 0.083 0.051 0.083 0.067 0.010 0.054 0.083
Glyphosate Hg/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Chlorpyrifos* ng/L ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Turbidity NTU 0.55 0.60 0.50 0.35 0.90 0.95 06 0.9
Fecal Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100ml 30 13 2 13 2 7 11 8
Total Coliform Bacteria | MPN/100ml 500 2,800 7,000 16,000 2,200 1,700 260 280

NTU
MPN
ND non-detect
*

No duplicate samples taken for field measurements
nephelometric turbidity units
most probable number

The analytical method used for chlorpyrifos (diazinon/chlorpyrifos by GCMS, EPA 625) also tests for the following chemicals: diazinon, sulprofos,
demeton, dichlorvos, disulfoton, dimethoate, ethoprop, fenchiorophos, fensulfothion, fenthion, merphos, mevinphos, malathion, parathion-methyt,

phorate, tokuthion, tetrachlorovinphos, and trichloronate. Samples for this quarter were all non-detect for these EPA 625 parameters.

6629 P3.6 006
4/27/06

10-10




10.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

The water quality at the mitigation bank during 2005 was good and there was no contamination of the
waters due to pesticides or fertilizers. Other than maintaining contact with the golf course director for
shared information regarding chemical application on the golf course, there are no further

recommendations at this time.
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SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

11 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this analysis is to use an objective, quantitative method of habitat assessment to compare
the functional values of riparian habitat in the Big Tujunga Wash mitigation site with the previous
functional analyses completed on the site. The functional analysis will also be used as a tool to assess
the success of the habitat restoration program initiated in late 2000.

1.2 LOCATION AND SETTING

The Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank is located in Big Tujunga Wash, just downstream of the Interstate
210 Freeway overcrossing, near the City of Los Angeles’ Sunland area in Los Angeles County’s San
Fernando Valley. The site is bordered on the north and east by the I-210 Freeway and on the south by
Wentworth Street. The west side of the site is contiguous with the downstream portion of Big Tujunga
Wash. Figure 1 depicts the general vicinity of the project site. The Mitigation Bank location is shown in
Figure 2.

The Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank supports two watercourses, one containing flow from Big Tujunga
Wash proper, and the other conveying the flow from Haines Canyon to Big Tujunga Wash. The flow in
Big Tujunga Wash, on the north side of the site, is partially controlled by Big Tujunga Dam and is
intermittent based on rainfall amounts and water releases from the Dam. The flow in Haines Canyon
Creek, located on the south side of the site, is perennial and may be fed by groundwater and/or runoff
from adjacent residential areas. The two drainages merge near the western boundary of the property and
continue into the Hansen Dam Fiood Control Basin, located approximately one-half mile downstream of
the site. The site is wholly located within a state-designated Significant Natural Area (LAX-018) and the
biological resources found on the site are of local, regional, and statewide significance.

The Big Tujunga Ponds and surrounding habitat, consisting of approximately 27 acres located in the
northeast corner of the site, were originally created as partial mitigation for construction of the 1-210
Freeway. The ponds are currently under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Department of Parks
and Recreation.
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SECTION 2.0 - METHODS

2.1 FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS DESIGN

A modified version of the hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach was used for the functional assessment of
the riparian or floodplain habitat in the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank. The logic behind the HGM
approach is to compare the wetlands functions of the target sites to a reference standard site determined
to have the highest level of functioning (Brinson 1995). By definition, reference standard functions
receive an index score of 1.0. Target sites are assigned a score of between 0, for no function, and 1.0 for
as high as the reference standard. The crediting and debiting mechanism for the Skunk Hollow Mitigation
Bank (Stein 1997) was used as a starting point and adapted specifically for this analysis. Nine evaluation
variables were used for the functional assessment of riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash:

Riparian Habitat Variables

Cover (COV)

Structural Diversity (STD)

Contiguity (CON)

Urban Encroachment (URB)

Percent Exotic Vegetation (EXO)
Hydrologic Variables

Hydrologic Regime (REG)

Characteristics of Flood-Prone area (FPA)

Micro and Macro Topographic Complexity (TOP)
Biogeochemical Variables

Available Organic Carbon (CAR)

In addition to these variabies, which evaluate wetlands function, three additional variables were added
which address wildlife values. Although it is implicit in the HGM approach that if the functions are high,
the wildlife values will be present, for the purpose of this analysis, it was considered desirable to directly
compare wildlife values prior to and after enhancement activities. The wildlife evaluation variables are:

Wildlife Variables
Rareness (RAR)
Wildlife Species Richness (RIC)
Presence of Habitat Specialists (SPE)

The definitions and scores for each of these evaluation variables are presented in Table 2-1. To
determine the Functional Units (FU) per acre of each system, the evaluation variables are combined into
algorithms that express their relationship in the most streamlined fashion practical. Potential
mathematical expressions of the relationship between evaluation variables were explored using
guidelines in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Habitat Evaluation Procedures Manual (1989). These
relationships between evaluation variables are discussed briefly below.

It is appropriate to sum the scores of the evaluation variables (FU = EV1+EV2....... +EVn) when habitat
value is determined by variables that act independently and when these variables cumulatively increase
the value of the habitat. In contrast, a compensatory relationship exists when a variable with a low
functional value can be offset by a variable with a high value. In that case the mathematical formula
that best expresses the relationship between evaluation variables would be an arithmetic mean
(FU = (EV1+EV2...... +EVn) /n) because the overall habitat value will be equal to the average of the
separate evaluation variables. If a compensatory relationship exists between variables, but overall
functional value is strongly influenced by low values to the extent that if any of the evaluation variables
are equal to zero, functional value is equal to zero, then a geometric mean (FU = (EV1xEV2 ... xEVn) /n)
may be the most appropriate mathematical expression. Finally, if one evaluation variable strongly
influences other variables and the value of these other variables is zero when the influential evaluation
variable is zero, then it would be appropriate to multiply the dependent criteria by the influential variable.

For the riparian model, it was believed that most of the variables acted independently and contributed
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cumulatively to overall habitat function. Therefore, an additive function was used to describe the
relationship between most of the variables with the exception that two of the variables, Percent Exotic
Vegetation (EXO) and Hydrologic Regime (REG), strongly influence other variables. For example, the
riparian habitat variables, Structural Diversity (STD) and Cover (COV) both contribute cumulatively to the
habitat value and a high value for one does not compensate for a low value for the other. Therefore, it is
appropriate to sum the values for these variables. However, exotic vegetation has little habitat value, and
a site will have low habitat value if most of the vegetation is exotic even if STD and COV are high.
Therefore, a low score for exotic vegetation (high percentage of exotics) depresses the value of both
these variables, and it is appropriate to multiply the sum of STD and COV by EXO. We do not propose to
multiply the scores for Contiguity (CON) and Urban Encroachment (URB) by EXO, because the habitat
values expressed by these variables are somewhat independent of the composition of the vegetation.
For example, an undeveloped area dominated by exotic vegetation would still serve as a wildlife
movement corridor; therefore, if the site had a high value for CON, this variable would not be depressed
by exotic vegetation. Similarly, the negative effects of URB on habitat (cats and dogs, human
disturbance, noise, invasive lighting) would act independently of exotic vegetation.

The Hydrologic Variables (FPA and TOP) and Biogeochemical criterion (CAR) contribute to functional
value in an independent and cumulative function and are added. However, all of the functional variables,
Habitat, Hydrologic, and Biogeochemical, are strongly dependent on water. Therefore all of these
variables are multiplied by REG because water is the driving force behind riparian systems. If water is not
present (REG=0), the riparian system has no functional value. The exception to this is the Urban
Encroachment variable (URB), which is not dependent upon the presence of water. This variable was not
multiplied by REG because it is an independent variabie.

The maximum value that could be obtained if all variables were 1 is 10. To scale the FU to a value
between 0 and 1, with 1 being the FU for a highly functional reference system in which all of the
evaluation variables were equal to 1, the total value of the algorithm is divided by 10, the maximum
possible score. Therefore the algorithm for riparian habitat is:

FU=((STD+COV)EXQO+CON+CAR+FPA+TOP)REG+URB+RAR+RIC+SPE.
10

The total Functional Capacity Units (FCU) for the site are determined by muitiplying the FU value by the
number of acres of habitat present on the site:

FCU = FU * Acres of riparian habitat.

Table 2-1
Riparian Habitat and Hydrogeomorphic Functional Analysis Variables

Value l Variables
Riparian Habitat — Structural Diversity (STD)

0.0 Site permanently converted to land use that will not be able to support
native riparian vegetation, such as housing, agriculture, or concrete
channel.

0.2 No existing riparian vegetation (e.g., covered with annual grasses and
scrub, bare ground).

04 Vegetated areas of the site contain sparse, scattered, patchy, or remnant

riparian vegetation that is immature and/or lacks structural (vertical)
diversity, and may have exotic plants interspersed in riparian areas.

0.6 The patches of riparian vegetation on the site contain riparian trees and/or
saplings (i.e., perennial dicots), but contain no, or poorly developed, shrub
understory.
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Table 2-1 (Continued)
Riparian Habitat and Hydrogeomorphic Functional Analysis Variables

Value Variables
0.8 The patches of riparian vegetation on the site contain riparian trees and
saplings, plus a well developed native shrub understory.
1.0 The patches of riparian vegetation on the site are structurally diverse.

They contain riparian trees, saplings, and seedlings, as well as developed
native shrub understory.

Riparian Habitat — Cover (COV)

0.0 Site permanently converted to land use not able to support native riparian
vegetation, such as housing, agriculture, or concrete channel.

0.2 No existing riparian vegetation (e.g., covered with annual grasses and
scrub, bare ground).

0.4 Patches of monotypic riparian vegetation covering up to 50% of the site,
interspersed among grasses, exotic plants, or bare ground.

0.6 Patches of diverse riparian vegetation covering up to 30% of the site,

interspersed among grasses, exotic plants, or bare ground; AND/OR
greater than 50% of the site covered with monotypic patch(es) of riparian
vegetation, interspersed among grasses, exotic plants, or bare ground.

0.8 Diverse riparian vegetation covering between 30% and 75% of the site,
e.g., strips or islands of riparian habitat interspersed in open space.
1.0 Diverse riparian vegetation (e.g., at least 3 different genera of riparian

vegetation present) covering between 75% and 100% of the site.

Contiguity of Habitat (CON)

0.0 Habitat on site is completely isolated from similar habitat and surrounded
by permanent barriers to wildlife movement (e.g., houses).

04 Habitat on site is completely isolated from similar habitat by dirt roads or
other open space, but there are no permanent barriers to wildlife
movement.

0.6 Habitat is partially continuous with similar habitat upstream or downstream

of the site, but large open spaces or areas frequented by humans may
inhibit wildlife movement.

0.8 Habitat is continuous with similar habitat either upstream or downstream of
the site.

1.0 Habitat is continuous with similar habitat upstream and downstream of the
site.

Urban Encroachment (URB)

0.0 Habitat is completely isolated from similar habitat due to urban
development.

0.2 Habitat has one side contiguous with similar habitat, with remaining sides
surrounded by urban development.

0.4 Habitat has two adjacent sides with similar habitat, with other remaining
sides surrounded by urban development.

0.6 Habitat has two opposite sides with similar habitat, with other remaining
sides surrounded by urban development.

0.8 Habitat has one side open to urban development.

1.0 Habitat completely surrounded by similar habitat with no evidence of urban

development.
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Table 2-1 (Continued)
Riparian Habitat and Hydrogeomorphic Functional Analysis Variables

Value | Variables

Percent of Exotic Invasive Species/Vegetation (EXO)

0.0 Site is covered by pure stands of exotic invasive vegetation

0.2 Site is covered by more than 75% exotic invasive vegetation

0.4 Site is covered by 51 - 75% exotic invasive vegetation

0.6 Site is covered by 26 - 50% exotic invasive vegetation

0.8 Site is covered by 10 - 25% exotic invasive vegetation

1.0 Site is covered by less than 10% exotic invasive vegetation

Hydrologic Regime of Riparian Zone (REG)

0.0 No regular supply of water to the site. Site not associated with any water
source, surface drainage, impoundment, or groundwater discharge.

0.2 Water supply to the site is solely from artificial irrigation (e.g., sprinkliers,

drip irrigation). No natural surface drainage, natural impoundment,
groundwater discharge, or other natural hydrologic regime.

0.5 Site sustained by natural source of water, but is not associated with a
stream, river, or other concentrated flow conduit. For example, the site is
sustained by groundwater, or urban runoff. There is no evidence of
riparian processes (overbank flow, scour, or deposition.)

0.7 Site is within or adjacent to an impoundment on a natural watercourse
which is subject to fluctuations in flow or hydroperiod.
1.0 Site is within or adjacent to a stream, river, or other concentrated flow

conduit, which provides the primary source of water to the site. The site
contains some evidence of riparian processes such as overbank flow or
scour or depaosition.

Characteristics of Flood-Prone Area (FPA)

0.0 Channel is contained in a concrete-lined channel, culvert, etc.

0.2 Channel has an earthen bottom; however it is structurally confined (e.g.,
riprap or concrete sideslopes).

0.4 Channel has an earthen bottom and earthen side slopes; however, it is

incised or confined such that the FPA would be subject to overbank flow
only during extreme flow events (e.g., greater than a 50-year flood event).

0.6 Channel has an earthen bottom and earthen side slopes and is mildly
incised or confined such that the flood prone area would be subject to
periodic overbank flow (i.e., during a ten-year flood event).

0.8 Site is part of a floodplain, which provides an opportunity for overbank flow
during moderate flow events (i.e., during a two- to ten-year flood event).

1.0 Site is a natural channel with little to no evidence of incision or
confinement.

Micro and Macro Topographic Complexity (TOP)

0.0 Channel is contained in a concrete-lined channel, culvert etc., which has no
natural micro or macro topographic features.

0.2 Flood prone area is characterized by a homogenous, flat earthen surface
with little to no micro or macro topographic features.

0.6 Flood prone area contains micro and/or macro topographic features such

as ponds, hummocks, bars, rills, and large boulders, but is predominantly a
homogeneous or flat surface.

1.0 Flood prone area is characterized by micro and macro topographic
complexity such as pits, ponds, hummocks, rills, large boulders, etc.
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Riparian Habitat and Hydrogeomorphic Functional Analysis Variables

Value l Variables
Available Organic Carbon (CAR)

0.0 Site is contained in a concrete-lined channel that contains no detritus.

0.2 Site is contained in a concrete-lined channel that contains some detritus.

0.4 Site contains less than 5% relative cover of debris, leaf litter, or detritus in
channel.

0.6 Site contains between 5% and 25% relative.cover of debris, leaf litter, or
detritus.

0.8 Site contains between 26% and 60% relative cover of debris, leaf litter, or
detritus.

1.0 Site contains over 60% relative cover with debris, leaf litter, or detritus.

Rareness — Listed and Sensitive Species (RAR)

0.0 No listed or sensitive species observed or known to occur on site; no
suitable habitat.

0.2 No listed or sensitive species observed or known to occur on site; limited
suitable habitat exists.

0.4 No listed or sensitive species observed or known to occur on site. Suitable
habitat present on the site.

0.6 Listed threatened or endangered species and/or sensitive species reported
on the site in the past but not observed during the 2005 surveys. Suitable
habitat still present on the site.

1.0 One or more sensitive or listed endangered or threatened species
observed on the site during the 2005 surveys. Suitable habitat present on
the site.

Terrestrial Wildlife (Vertebrate) Species Richness (RIC)

0.0 Less than 10 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

0.2 Between 11 and 30 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

0.5 Between 31 and 50 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

0.7 Between 51 and 60 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

1.0 Over 60 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

Presence of Habitat Specialists (Terrestrial Vertebrate Wildlife) (SPE)

0.0 No habitat specialists observed on the site.

0.2 1 to 5 habitat specialists observed on the site.

0.6 5 to 10 habitat specialists observed on the site.

1.0 Greater than 10 habitat specialists observed on the site.

2.2 FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS METHODS

Data Collection

Four of the habitat and hydrologic evaluation variables apply to the site as a whole and did not require the
collection of additional field data. These criteria are CON, URB, REG, and Characteristics of the Flood-
Prone Area (FPA). These criteria were scored based on the overall characteristics of the Big Tujunga

Wash site.

The evaluation

criteria derived from additional field sampling were STD, EXO, Micro and Macro
Topographic Complexity (TOP), COV, Available Organic Carbon (CAR), Rareness (RAR), Terrestrial

Wildlife Species Richness (RIC), and Presence of Habitat Specialists (SPE).
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STD and EXO were scored primarily from measurements made using the point-centered quarter method
(Mueller-Dombois and Ellenberg 1974; Cox 1996). In this method of vegetation sampling, the distance to
the mid-point of the nearest tree and the nearest shrub from the sampling point is measured in four
directions (one in each of the four quarters established at the sampling point through a cross formed by
two perpendicular lines through the point). This method yields quantitative data, including the total
number of species, and the density of each species by vegetation layer (shrubs and trees). These data
are then used to derive scores for STD and EXO. In addition, at each point a line transect was conducted
to determine the density of topographic features. For the purpose of this analysis, a topographic feature
was defined as a feature (boulder, pit, hummock etc.) that is greater than one foot in height. The transect
was either the distance to the furthest tree or shrub measured by the point-centered quarter method or a
10-meter transect through the point, whichever was greater. Because a tape measure had to be laid out
to measure the distance to the nearest tree or shrub in each quarter, this measurement was used as the
transect line when it was long enough to measure density of the features. However, in dense riparian
brush, this distance may be very short. In that instance, a separate 10-meter transect to count
topographic features was conducted. Finally, at each sampling point a one-square meter quadrat was
analyzed to count seedlings and saplings (part of score for STD and EXO) and to measure cover of
debris, leaf litter, and detritus (CAR).

A stratified random sampling scheme was used to avoid biased data collection. The points were selected
by dividing the riparian habitat into segments, each 300 feet in length and width. The grid was drawn
over a scanned aerial photograph of the site. A stratified random method was used to select 10 grid
segments throughout the riparian habitat. Two sampling points were selected within each of the 300-foot
grid segments for point-centered quarter samples, quadrats, and transects. The first point was selected
by walking into the approximate center of the predetermined square. The second point was determined
by randomly selecting a compass direction and a number of paces selected from a random number
generator. The surveyors then walked the selected number of paces in the selected compass direction.
Each point became the center of the point-centered quarter measurements, the topographic features
transect, and the one-meter square quadrat. Using this sampling scheme, 20 square meter quadrats, 20
transects, and 80 trees and 80 shrubs in the riparian areas of the site were conducted or counted.

To adequately compare any changes in functional values, the sampling points that were used during the
previous surveys were revisited. Each point was found using a hand-held giobal positioning system
(GPS) unit. The sampling points for the Big Tujunga Wash site are shown in Figure 3.

Two classifications of vegetation (irees and shrubs) were included in the point-centered quadrat
measurements in the riparian habitat. The distance to the closest tree, defined as a woody plant of
average to tall height (i.e., greater than two meters) originating from a single base, was measured in each
quadrat. The distance to the nearest shrub, defined as a plant of small to medium height (i.e., less than
two meters) with a woody base, was also measured for each quadrat. Young individuals of the wiliow
genus Salix were considered a shrub if their growth pattern was multi-branched at the base and the
individual had not attained a height over two meters. The estimated diameter of the canopy of each tree
and shrub included in the distance measurement was also recorded to determine aerial cover. The
presence of trees or shrubs within a 20-meter radius of the sampling point was often obscured by dense
vegetation; thus, shrubs and/or trees that may have been present were not recorded in these areas.
Trees or shrubs outside of the 20-meter radius were not included in the data.

Data Analysis

Functional analysis values for STD, COV, TOP, and CAR were determined by analyzing data collected for
the habitat at Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank. Specific information regarding the data analysis is
provided below.
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Density

Density, a component of STD, was calculated based on the point-centered quarter method of vegetation
sampling where the distance from the center of the quadrat to the mid point of the nearest shrub or tree
was recorded for each of the four quarters (Mueller-Dombois and Ellenberg 1974; Cox 1996). Density
per acre was determined by the formula:

Absolute (total) density of all species = Area / D?,

where area is 4,051.1 m? (1 acre) and D is the mean distance. The value for STD was determined using
the results for density plus two additional sets of data. First, the relative frequency of shrubs and trees
was examined for each habitat, and second, the vertical structure was examined based on the average
heights of trees and shrubs encountered in the quadrats. '

Frequency
Absolute frequency describes how often shrubs or trees were encountered relative to the number of
points samples. Relative frequency describes the ratio of individual species to the sum total of all trees

and shrubs. Absolute and relative frequency were determined by the following formulas:

Absolute frequency = Number of points at which species occurs,
Total number of points sampled

Relative frequency = Absolute frequency value for trees or shrubs x 100
Total of frequency values for all tree and shrub species

Using the above formulas, the relative frequency for each type of vegetation can be expressed as a
percentage of the total community. For example, a community evenly mixed between trees and shrubs
would have relative frequency values totaling approximately 50 percent each for both trees and shrubs,
while a community composed entirely of shrubs would have a total relative frequency value of 100
percent for shrubs and 0 percent for trees. '

Dominance/Percent Cover
Absolute dominance refers to the area covered by the crown of an individual species or for a group of
species per unit area, which is a measure of cover. Relative dominance refers to the percentage of the

individual’s or group’s value with respect to all species. Absolute and relative dominance were calculated
by the following formulas:

Absolute dominance (trees) = Density of all trees x average dominance value for all trees,
Absolute dominance (shrubs) = Density of all shrubs x average dominance value for all shrubs,

Relative Dominance (group of species) = Absolute dominance of a group x 100
Total of dominance values for all tree and shrub species

Where the average dominance value for a group of species (e.g., trees) is the average area covered by
the crowns for those species.

Dominance for an individual species or for a group of species (e.g., native plants) can be expressed as a
percent cover by dividing the absolute dominance value for that species or group by the unit area, and
multiplying the result by 100:

Percent Cover (group of species) = Absolute dominance of a group x 100 .
total area
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Vertical Structural Diversity

Another component of STD involves the vertical variety of the vegetation. As an aid in estimating vertical
diversity, tree and shrub heights were estimated in each quadrat and classified into categories as follows:

Height of Tree or Shrub Classification
< 2 meters 1
2 —~ 4 meters 2
> 4 meters 3

Total Available Carbon

The total available carbon was estimated by visually estimating the percentage cover of organic debris
and leaf litter within the boundaries of each quadrat. These values were averaged to examine the total
potential CAR in the habitat.

Topography

Topographic features were analyzed by scoring the number of rocks, ridges, slopes, or other geographic
units measuring one foot or higher about the ground surface along a 10-meter transect line. Possible
scores range from a value of O for a flat topography with no rocks or boulders to 12 or greater for a line
transect with numerous boulders and/or slopes. Scores were averaged to determine a mean value per
100 linear meters.
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SECTION 3.0 - RESULTS

3.1 DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS

Approximately 60 trees and 696 shrubs per acre were found in the riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank. Approximately 59 percent of the shrubs and 97 percent of the trees encountered during
the survey were native species. The tree canopy forms a patchy canopy cover throughout the site in
most areas (approximately 55 percent cover overall), and shrubs form a sparser understory cover of
approximately 13 percent. The relative frequency of trees to shrubs was 50 percent trees to 50 percent
shrubs. Performance standards set forth by the MMP require 75 percent shrub cover and 100 percent
survival of sycamore and oak trees during the fifth year. The results for overall density, percent cover,
and relative frequency for the Big Tujunga Wash riparian habitat are summarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Density, Dominance, and Relative Frequency
Densit . Relative Frequenc
(# plants/aycre) Percent Cover (% of total co:muni)t,y)
Native Species
Trees 58.6 55.1 -
Shrubs 410.7 9.3 -
Non-Native Species
Trees 0.1 <0.1 -
Shrubs 303.5 4.4 -
Summary All Species
Trees 60.2 55.7 50.0
Shrubs 696.3 13.2 50.0

*Total cover for native and non-native species (trees or shrubs) is less than the sum of the
individual values for native and non-native vegetation cover because of the overlap of native and
non-native species in the vegetation layers.

Overall, organic cover was relatively high at approximately 85 percent, and the presence of annual
grasses has decreased from 7.4 to approximately 5.4 percent cover. The average number of topographic
features encountered per 100 meters was approximately 2. The average tree height analysis indicated
that most trees on the site are greater than 4 meters in height, with most falling into the two- to four-meter
height range. The results of percent organic cover, percent annual grass cover, tree height, and average
topography score measurements for the riparian habitat at the Big Tujunga Wash study area are
summarized in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2
Percent Organic Cover, Annual Grass Cover, Average Tree Height,
and Average Number of Topographic Features

Percent Organic Percent Cover of Average Tree Height AveragFee:tci‘ ;:'zgraphlc
[) [) H
Cover (%) Annual Grasses (%) (Category units) (per 100 meters)
84.75 5.4 2.64 2

Copies of the original data sheets and tables of the raw data can be found in Appendix A.
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3.2 QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTIONS AND DETERMINATION OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES

Structural Diversity (STD)

Score Criterion

0.8 0.8 - The patches of riparian vegetation on the site contain riparian trees and saplings,
plus a well-developed native shrub understory.

Riparian vegetation on the site is diverse with 22 native species represented in the sampling quadrats
and more species observed adjacent to the quadrats. The site contains a well-developed native tree
component with trees generally averaging 4 meters or greater in height. The density of shrubs was 696
individuals per acre, and tree density is 60 individuals per acre. The relative frequency of shrubs to trees
was equal at 50 trees to 50 shrubs. Overall, shrub cover was at approximately 13 percent and tree cover
was approximately 56 percent. Saplings were noted occasionally during the survey. The shrub cover is
proportional to tree canopy maturity and density. Shrub cover is greater this year in 2005 than it was in
2004, but the tree cover is lower this year than last year due to flooding. A score of 0.8 was selected to
best represent the STD in this habitat.

Riparian Habitat - Cover (COV)

Score Criterion

0.9 0.8 - Diverse riparian vegetation covering between 30% and 75% of the site, e.g., strips or
islands of riparian habitat interspersed in open space.

1.0 - Diverse riparian vegetation (e.g., at least 3 different genera of riparian vegetation
present) covering between 75% and 100% of the site.

Native tree canopy cover is approximately 55 percent overall. Native shrubs comprise 9 percent cover in
the understory. Therefore, a score of 0.9 was assigned to this variable.

Contiguity of Habitat (CON)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Habitat is contiguous with similar habitat upstream and downstream of the site.

The riparian willow habitat is contiguous with similar habitat both upstream in the Tujunga ponds and
downstream beyond the property boundaries. Therefore, a score of 1.0 was selected for this variable.

Urban Encroachment (URB)

Score Criterion

0.6 0.6 - Habitat has two opposite sides with similar habitat, other remaining sides surrounded
by urban development.

Interstate Highway Route 210 forms the boundary of the riparian willow habitat at the extreme east end of
the site near the Tujunga Ponds. The majority of the habitat downstream of the ponds is bordered by
residential and commercial urban developments along Wentworth Street. Relatively undisturbed aliuvial
habitat forms the site’s northern boundary and a portion of the southern boundary in the eastern portion of
the site. Finally, the habitat is contiguous with similar habitat at the site’s extreme western end. Although
the URB variable is not strictly limited to two opposite sides, the score of 0.6 best describes the amount
and position of urban development around the site.
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Percent of Exotic Invasive Species/Vegetation (EXO)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Site is covered by less than 10% exotic invasive vegetation

A variety of non-native species occur within the riparian habitat including eupatory (Ageratina
adenophora), giant reed (Arundo donax), black mustard {Brassica nigra), bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare),
eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), fig (Ficus carica), castor bean (Ricinus communis), and Chinese elm (Ulmus
parvifolia). The overall cover of exotic invasive species was low at approximately 4 percent. This value is
greater than was measured last year; however, exotic cover remains beiow 10 percent. A score of 1.0
was therefore assigned to this variable.

Hydrologic Regime of Riparian Zone (REG)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Site is within or adjacent to a stream, river, or other concentrated flow conduit, which
provides the primary source of water to the site. The site contains some evidence of
riparian processes such as overbank flow or scour or deposition.

The riparian habitat is adjacent to Haines Canyon Creek, a perennial stream that is the primary source of
water to the site. Evidence of deposition was also observed. Consequently, a score of 1.0 was assigned
to this variable.

Characteristics of Fiood-prone Area (FPA)

Score Criterion

0.8 0.8 -Site is part of a flood plain which provides an opportunity for overbank flow during
moderate flow events (i.e., during a two to 10-year flood event).

The hydrological assessment for the Big Tujunga Wash has not changed since the initial analysis
completed in 1987. The site is part of a flood plain that experiences overbank flow; therefore, a score of
0.8 was assigned to this variable. .

Micro and Macro Topographic Complexity (TOP)

Score Criterion

0.7 0.6 - Flood-prone area is characterized by micro and macro topographic features such as
ponds, hummaocks, bars, rills, and large boulders, but is predominantly homogeneous
or flat surface.

1.0 - Flood prone area is characterized by micro and macro topographic complexity such
as pits, ponds, hummocks, rills, large boulders, etc.

The data analysis determined that approximately 20 topographic features are present per 100 meters. A
score of 0.7 assigned to this variable best represents the topographic complexity due to recent scouring
throughout the site and the relatively flat surface in the riparian habitat.

Available Organic Carbon (CAR)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Site contains over 60% relative cover with debris, leaf litter or detritus.

CAR in the form of leaf litter and organic debris was abundant on the site. Part of this litter is the result of
the giant reed eradication activities where chipped material was mulched in place; which were breaking
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down. Leaf litter from the willow canopy and other types of debris are also abundant. The average litter
cover of 84.8 percent was slightly greater than that observed in 2004 (approximately 81.5 percent).
Because the average amount of litter for the site is greater than 80 percent, a score of 1.0 was assigned
to this variable.

Rareness - Listed and Sensitive Species (RAR)

Score Criteria

1.0 1.0 - One or more sensitive or listed endangered species andfor sensitive species
observed on the site during the 2005 surveys. Suitable habitat present on the site.

A total of 7 sensitive species were observed onsite during 2005. Three sensitive or listed fish species
were observed onsite, including the Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) that is federally-listed as
threatened (FT) and considered a California Species of Special Concern (CSC), and arroyo chub (Gila
orcutti) and Santa Ana speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus), that are both considered to be CSCs. All
three fish species were observed in Haines Canyon Creek. In addition to the sensitive fish species, four
sensitive bird species, Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia
brewsteri) both of which are CSCs and Pacific-slope flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis) and Costa's
hummingbird (Calypte costae), which are both FSOC, were observed onsite during 2005. Due to the
observation of these 7 sensitive wildlife species within the riparian habitat associated with Haines Canyon
Creek, the rareness was assigned a score of 1.0.

Terrestrial Wildlife (Vertebrate) Species Richness (RIC)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Over 60 species of wildlife detected during the surveys.

A total of 94 aquatic and terrestrial wildlife species were detected during the course of the 2005 surveys.
One crustacean, ten insect species, three fish species, three amphibian species, five reptile species, 62
bird species, and ten mammal species were detected during 2005. However, only 80 of the 94 species
represent terrestrial vertebrate wildlife, and are included in the score for this variable. Therefore, the
riparian habitat was assigned a score of 1.0.

Presence of Habitat Specialists (Terrestrial Vertebrate Wildlife) (SPE)

Score Criterion

1.0 1.0 - Greater than 10 habitat specialists observed on the site.

A total of 13 habitat specialists were observed during the 2005 surveys. These include pied-bilied grebe
(Podilymbus podiceps), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), snowy egret (Egretta thula), green heron
(Butorides virescens), common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus), belted kindfisher (Ceryle alcyon), downy
woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), hermit thrush (Catharus guttatus), yellow warbler (Dendroica
petechia), Wilson’s warbler (Wilsonia pusilla), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), red-winged
blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), and song sparrow (Melospiza melodia).

The pied-billed grebe is found in areas of open water with emergent vegetation. The green heron is
found in streams, ponds, and marshes. Common moorhen are found in freshwater ponds, marshes, and
lakes and typically use cattail stems lined with grasses for nesting substrate. Pied-billed grebes, green
herons, and common moorhen were observed in and around the Tujunga Ponds.

The belted kingfisher is found near a variety of open water habitats such as rivers, lakes, and coastal
areas and eats fish, amphibians, reptiles, and insects. These tunnel excavators were observed near the
Tujunga Ponds and along Haines Canyon Creek. The downy woodpecker uses riparian deciduous and
mixed habitats and individuals were observed in the willows along Haines Canyon Creek and around the
Tujunga Ponds. Hermit thrush are found in moist woods and thickets and were observed ground foraging
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along Haines Canyon Creek. The yellow warbler is typically found in moist thickets or swampy areas, and
was observed in the willows along Haines Canyon Creek. Wilson’s warbler nests in dense, moist thickets
and streamside vegetation, and was observed in the riparian habitat associated with Haines Canyon
Creek. The common yellowthroat is usually found in low, dense vegetation near water and was observed
in the cattails around the Tujunga Ponds.

The red-winged blackbird is found near water, usually in emergent vegetation, and was observed around
the Tujunga Ponds. The song sparrow breeds in dense riparian thickets and emergent wetlands (CDFG
1988). Song sparrows were observed around the Tujunga Ponds and Haines Canyon Creek. Because
these 13 habitat specialists were observed in and around Haines Canyon Creek and Tujunga Ponds, the
riparian habitat was assigned a 1.0 for this variable.

3.3 CALCULATION OF FUNCTIONAL UNITS AND FUNCTIONAL UNIT CAPACITY
The algorithm used to obtain a functional unit value for the riparian habitats is:

FU = ((STD +COV)EXO+CON+CAR+FPA+TOP)REG+URB+RAR+RIC+SPE.
10

The calculation for the Functional Unit value for the riparian habitat is therefore:

FU = ((0.8+0.9)10+10+1.0+08+07)10+06+10+1.0+1.0.
10

For the riparian system, the FU is calculated to be 0.88 per acre.

To calculate the total Functional Capacity Units for the riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash, the following
formula was used:

FCU = FU wiow (acres of willow riparian habitat).

A total of 76 acres of willow habitat, calculated using the GIS system, was delineated at the site during
the initial study in 1997. Therefore, the total FCU for riparian habitat at Big Tujunga Wash is:

FCU BigT = (088 FUwiNows)(76 acres of W|"0WS) = 66.88.

3.4 DISCUSSION AND COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONAL VALUES

The Functional Unit Capacity value of the riparian habitat at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank has
increased from 59.74 in 1997 to 63.84 in 2001, 66.88 in 2002, and 68.40 in 2003 and 2004. The FCU
has slightly decreased to 66.88 in 2005. This is a decrease of approximately 1.5 percent from 2004 to
2005, but a 7.1 percent increase from 1997 to 2005. The overall functional unit capacity increase is a
result of increases in five different variables since 1997. Increases were noted in the variables for
Structural Diversity (STD), Percent Exotic Invasive Species/VVegetation (EXO), Topographic Complexity
(TOP), Terrestrial Wildlife (Vertebrate) Species Richness (RIC), and Presence of Habitat Specialists
(SPE). These increases resulted in greater functional unit capacity values until 2005. When the
Topographic Complexity variable decreased from 0.9 to 0.7 between 2004 and 2005, the overall
functional unit capacity showed a decline. Table 3-3 presents a comparison of functional capacity values
for each variable in 1997, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2005.
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Table 3-3
Comparison of Functional Capacity Values

Variable 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002 2001 1997
Structural Diversity (STD) 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7
Riparian Habitat Cover (COV) 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 1.0
P((ag(e(r)]; of Exotic Invasive Species/Vegetation 10 10 10 10 10 0.8
Contiguity of Habitat (CON) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Available Organic Carbon (CAR) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Characteristics of Flood-Prone Area (FPA) 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
M(lgrr(c)ag)nd Macro Topographic Complexity 0.7 0.9 09 09 09 08
Hydrologic Regime of Riparian Zone (REG) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Urban Encroachment (URB) 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Rareness — Listed and Sensitive Species
(RAR) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Terrestrial Wildlife (Vertebrate) Species
Richness (RIC) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.7
Presence of Habitat Specialists (Terrestrial
Vertebrate Wildiife (SPE) o 10| 101 10 | 06 | 06
FU 0.88 0.90 0.90 0.88 0.84 0.79
Acres 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0
FCU 66.88 | 68.40 | 68.40 | 66.88 | 63.84 | 59.74

Although the score for the rareness variable has not changed since 1997, the number of sensitive wildlife
species has increased, until this year where there was a decrease between 2004 and 2005. A total of
seven sensitive wildlife species were observed in 2005. In comparison, a total of, five and seven listed
and sensitive species were observed onsite during 2001, 2002, respectively, and 10 listed and sensitive
species were observed onsite during 2003 and 2004.

The score for species richness during 2005 has remained the same since 2001, but increased between
1997 and 2001. The score for species richness did not change from 2003, 2002 or 2001, and then
increased during 2004; however, the actual numbers of species decreased during 2005. A total of 80
wildlife species were observed in the riparian habitat during 2005. In comparison, in 2004, 2003, 2002,
2001, and 1997, a total of 92, 79, 77, 76, and 51 different wildlife species were observed in the riparian
habitat, respectively. It is important to mention that the increase in the number of species observed in
2005 versus 1997, may be a result of the increased survey efforts over the years. Whereas a single
reconnaissance-level survey and two 24-hour surveys were conducted in late spring 1997, data on
wildlife species during 2005 were obtained from focused surveys for least Bell's vireo, southwestern
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), and arroyo toad (Bufo californicus), the brown-headed
cowbird (Molothrus ater) trapping and removal program, and the exotic aquatic wildlife removal program.
The increase in species richness from 1997 to 2001 may have been due to the increased observation
opportunities rather than an improvement in the habitat that attracted a wider variety of species; the
increase in the wildlife scores from 2001 to 2004 can be attributed to an increase in habitat value because
a similar survey effort was conducted during this timeframe. The decrease in the number of species
detected in 2005 is likely the result of limited access to some of the riparian areas due to high water levels
following the winter storms. Some common species normally detected within these areas were seen
onsite during 2005 but not during focused surveys and therefore were not recorded for the year.

Similar to the 2004 results, the largest single variable gain from 1997 was noted in the score for the
presence of habitat specialists. The overall score for habitat specialists has not changed since 2002.
The number of habitat specialists observed onsite has increased each year until this year, when the
number decreased. A total of 13 habitat specialists were observed in 2005. In comparison, a total of 15,
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14, 11, 10, and 9 habitat specialists were observed in 2004, 2003, 2002, 2001, and 1997, respectively.
Although the overall scores for the three wildlife values have not changed since 2002, the number of
species observed within each category has decreased, indicating an overall decrease in the functional
value of the site for wildlife species.

A slight change in the riparian habitat cover (natives and exotics) was noted in the analysis; the functional
value score was 0.88, which was 0.02 units lower than the score determined in 2004. Black mustard was
the most common non-native species identified in the shrub layer overall with 11 hits out of 80 points
sampled. Eupatory and castor bean (were the next most common non-native species identified in the
shrub layer with 8 hits each. Giant reed was also common in the shrub layer with 5 hits total. Black
mustard, giant reed, and castor bean have increased in frequency of observance within the year, but
eupatory appears to be less common in 2005 than in 2004. Eupatory eradication has not yet been
implemented onsite and the apparent decrease may simply be a result of the substantial increase in black
mustard seediings germinating in the riparian area. The most common exotic tree species was
eucalyptus with 4 hits out of 80 points sampled. Fig and Chinese elm were also present in the tree layer
with 1 hit each.

The average percent cover of exotic vegetation decreased in 2004 to 0.8 percent from 5.5 percent the
previous year in 2003, yet has since returned to 4 percent in 2005. The removal of 20 acres of giant reed
prior to the 2001 study increased the functional capacity unit value of the criteria for Percent of Exotic
Species/Vegetation from 0.8 (10 to 25 percent exotic invasive vegetation) in 1997 to 1.0 in 2001 (less
than 10 percent exotic invasive vegetation), where it has remained stable. A variety of exotic species
remains in the habitat including giant reed, eucalyptus, fig, eupatory, Chinese elm, and castor bean.
These species will continue to spread and lower the functional capacity of the habitat if weed control
efforts are not maintained.

Native tree density decreased from 70 to 59 plants per acre while shrub density increased from 135 to
411 plants per acre between 2004 and 2005. Exotic tree density has decreased from 9 plants per acre in
2002 and in 2003, and remained the same since 2004 with less than 1 plant per acre in 2005. Exotic
shrubs increased from 195 plants per acre in 2003 and 50 plants per acre in 2004, to 303 plants per acre
in 2005. Total tree density (native and non-native species) decreased from 74 to 60 plants per acre in
between 2004 and 2005. Total shrub density increased sharply from 185 plants per acre in 2004, to 696
plants per acre in 2005. Average tree height, a component of STD, remained consistent from 2.60 in
2004 to 2.64 in 2005. Twenty-two native species were observed in the riparian area in 2004 and 2005.
The value for STD has therefore remained the same at 0.8 since 2004.

The micro and macro topographic complexity (TOP) variable was approximately 20 average topography
features per 100 meters, which was a decrease from 44 in 2004. The score for available organic carbon
(CAR) has remained at 1.0 since 2001.

The FCU was 66.40 in 2003 and 2004, but dropped to 66.88 in 2005. This decrease is attributed to a
drop in the TOP score from 0.9 to 0.7. From 1997 to 2005, an overall FCU gain of 7.14 units was
calculated for this riparian system.

Native cover and native species density increased between 2002 and 2003, and the number of different
native species decreased from 24 in 2003 to 22 in 2004 and 2005, but more species were observed
outside the sampling quadrats. The functional capacity of the site may continue to improve, but it is more
likely that it will remain stable at the current capacity. The current program of riparian enhancement
planting will improve the STD of the habitat by developing a more diverse native shrub understory.
Although some loss of planted materials is expected, the remaining plantings appeared to be doing well
at the time of this study. Overall, cover on the site is also expected to increase as the new plantings
continue to mature. The number of habitat specialists will also likely continue to increase with improved
habitat on the site.
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Mentzelio oo Canlcy )
t\:;d?mﬁws% Saphmatan~

repes LlagdnoGlios
G"“'PMMM&- LA L Lo g

'M :Rg;..p Coudin ‘ Ar M'CQD wir Sraresnb,
Sorte, Lok Maded oile

Aumbrogicn  agnianthocnre
MU»W/\ . Matfotarpnd
Beomus o

e tendians Al GAEA
—ed %



BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Me Gree

Date: _||~28 =of Field Crew:
Sample Plot No: 4 Eb Location: Wash

Point-Quarter Data:

7 Tree Spacies AL | Distance | Gover” | Shrub Species Distance | Cove
: Cat.’ (m) ?.({m) . _(m} 0'(;1)
1 Shia S | 14 IS | Dol A.3 o
CALAS 3 | A f‘r’ Dhsh 8.5 “a"‘g”l’""
) SaLes " o _la%4d 2| hesa & +F
‘lonns 13109 ¥eT | peoon A s
: ;Eliea'rg’h;tgategorzesz 1=<2m; 2 = 2-4m; 3= >4m RO R~ Ao Daﬁ\”ﬂ(

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: __ 'J«O % Cover annual grasses: (D
No. of seed_l'ings/saplings: ) Non-native Cover: ___ 90
~ GPS Coordinates: 3811 " UTM

Topographic Complexity Transect Data:

No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: __\ Transect Length: __ [ & {m)
Comments:

Ar"wuﬁu %@rz::uib 1 s Py |
Mushardh Rnprovks “
Cm\:}u. Cﬁﬁ_am f' &

Mentzelia  allicaud;s

Ambrusin mm_ﬁ‘;‘c‘r?“




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date: _{l g 2% /0§

Sample Plot No: ‘ml_: Location: W patls

Point-Quarter Data:

Field Crew: Q! .Ma.fgud )ALL Gﬁ’ﬂzm

Y Tree Species Ht. Distance | Cover Shrub Species Distance | Cover”
: Cat.! (m) - %ﬂ) (m} (m)
Lo , 2.
i SAMS S led B PROD S8 e
. T.o e
i SO D lga 4z | DOPLI 2% |z
SALAY | 154 |7 | BAA (5 =5
4 _ . of
SALAS L (A B | BAk 6.8 |«

*Height Categories: 1 =<2m; 2=2-4m; 3 = >4m
“Diameter

)

Sqguare- Meter Quadrat Data:
% Cover debris / leaf litter, efc: |2

Non-native Cover:

% Cover annual grasses:

No. of seedllngs/saplings:' . Bfnd‘f \/

GPS Coordinates: S11

- UTM

Topographic Compléxlt\LTransect Data:

No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: ﬁz TransectLength: __ {& (m)

Comments:
St Sp. P reae
S&ﬂJ\\( Goodin
05%

Ambrosic. ae arthicAcoa
DM@M&& or tégtdrn
U»pad-owowvm SMML«M
Drassicn W o~

Zn oooramtn o o0 et
Leohima. eA aviow 1pmA

@W.AO R@pr owsky

win Taas aesy




BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date: _ifa% ' Field Crew: _}. @A%%A , T.MeGee
Sample Plot No: * (> ' Location: A AGN
Point-Quarter Data:
Ya Tree lSpecies Ht. Distance | Cover Shrub Speciss Distance | Cover”
: Cat.! (m) j%z {m) (m)
1 : T : ' .5
OGO 5 5 5] Basa t 5
2|, . % o
| shLay QeI e R ASH o |7
i ._z._'.—y—.—-——- PR
SAGD AL T4 | Bron P T
4 » A4 . L2
SALAS 1o 114 1% | pAss | 2D |55

Height Categories: 1 =<2m; 2 =2-4m; 3 = >4m
Diameter

Sauare- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: _ RS % Cover annual grasses: _ ()
No. of seedlings/saplings: [ Non-native Cover: _ O
GPS Coordinates: 811 UTM

Topographic Complexity Transect Data:

No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: __ 2 Transect Length: _(& (m)

Comments:

,@rWr’\AO %Qproufé 1% M{\W_fsnt.ﬁﬁ .

A pab, Baomthicne gar
Pz_—.\ P planty é)( €L " __{\‘-‘(Hi'\'




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date: ﬂ/ Q?{u/ A% Fleld Crew: é‘ Mé(;g . f;{. C_/L%i-og;

Sample Plot No: |21 A Location: @MM«. 1o’ ﬂgm'“‘*‘* BT
Point-Quarter Data:
% Tree Species Cl;ltt:’ Dis(t;nLce ?Ev:):r‘ Shrub Species Dis{trzra)re Ct()';rsr‘
Gunbieny | " Ber. |3 |1 ld] B L9 |-
2l saas o, |4y S—| o, PENE -
| sams (3]s Prlam e
‘| ohas R 135 |97 Roes 3 s
;gg?nr:tgategoﬁesz 1=<2m; z‘= 2-4m; 3= >4m '

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: __ /100 - % Cover annual grasses: __ ()
S"ﬁ‘('a.f'\lf&-—
No. of seedlings/saplings: f\ _4;0) redion . Non-native Cover; D
(Y Resa Ca,
GPS Coordinates: S11 " UTM
Topographic Complexity Transect Data:
No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: Q Transect Length: __{© {m)

Comments:

,O,'-éﬂa‘w\ ‘\‘Y'Z‘;'L | .
Coniza Ca.

Qu Ao&

e

Fraxiawa velebane




Weh) ST X |
51 <—"‘* %bbﬁ 09%0%% Rivown Lovmamun/s

\»J

Date: “{[Q{/c%’.
Sample Plot No: jQ_B

Point-Quarter Data:

BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Field Crew: __H Hagfon ,g.Me Gee

Location: _% N (ﬂg{é vl &O'}

BA Tree Species H’t.1 Distance | Cover* Shrub Species Distance | Cove

- cat' | (m) (m) _(m) (m)
" sAGD S| 1.5 |5 |AAD o2 |5
* | Quher 5 14 B | o0 8.5 fTZ
' shGo al L % | aam Ly |
‘lauss > | 55 |ZF| Can .5 |7%

"Height Categories: 1 = <2m; 2 = 2-4m; 3 = >4m

*Diamster

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris { leaf litter, etc:

No. of seedlings/saplings:

lop % Cover annual grasses: __ O

Qupm\,-g rU)

£ Poluon Oa¥~ Non-native Cover: ’{Z by D/p

GPS Coordinates: 811 “UTM
Topographic Complexity Transect Data;
No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: Z Transect Length: __ 12 {m)

Comments:

(Wﬂr plahngy werem
3 Loty oy Toroon pak—1in kqu)sz\';&>




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date: T Dee 2048 Field Crew: __H.Clovken, 3. Mo Gea. i |

Sample Plot No: _1_5_'_ Location: : abd-Neacs Qo{—>

Point-Quarter Data:

A .. Tree Species C:% 'Dijtre:‘;we C?r\rlxi Shrub Species Dis(tna];lce C((Jr;()a

1 AL'RH S| 9.7 %’A&Do LA /i

Ploams 2| (8 T aRoo ot [Fe

j SALAS S .34 %JRDD J) %/ |
L saeAs o D30 (Z20 | acan- g4 AT

"Height Categories: 1= <2m;2= 24m; 3= >4m A‘R\""’ Am“f’ 0 kemmfn
*Diameter ARDO — fitusn Ao Dot
AGAD- A'Lber-a-‘vi Noe Adiasienophors—

\

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris [ leaf-litter, efc: ,/D'?l . % Cover.annual .grésses: 3
No. of seedlings/sapiings:._. T Non-native Cover: O
GPS Coordinates: ~ S11 UM

/

Topographic Comp ]e_xity_ Transect Data:

No. of fopographic features>1foot tall: 'cg‘- ) ' Transect Length: (D (m)
" Comments: ' . :
- Most hndo 15 smadh Reserouds OHur sp

Eacf,lww& 5 saliciHolice Fragnus

Shknus volle ::L\khﬂag
. iMl 6&7' Pbb;?(ra
mVLﬁ . . "'ﬂ}lcﬁ%}ng{"
Platpnuns fuarmoss ékjrauétw_

N atA§ uﬁ,n o
5Pf("-\/

{
V\JT" EVV\\ 1‘@ r\/\ﬂ; \, c)u TR



. BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date; _J2-%F~0Y Field Crew: . Cladon, <. Malsee. '

Sample Plot No; 1.5  Location: -

_Poinf—Quarter Data:

Y% 1. Tfee Spécies C;'E:° .Dﬁt:"r)wce C?r\;])er‘ Shrub Species Dis;tna;r)\ce '.C%c)er‘

" sauas |3 156 [“HelRuo 055 |75

PPlaRy - [2 4 Poalreo  lne 25

1 '3”%&. So 1S V5.8 % AR Dou 182.4_, /‘/%—
5_.._H4~._m;f;(_l_-Lﬁ'j " 2 lS3 M| A 40 Z

'Height Categories: 1= <2m; 2= 2-4m; 8 = >4m (Q\ o - ®i Cants  Copamutts

lamster REDOU-= Ack rAcht o douolesiamag

Sguare- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: __ \DO . %-Cover.annual grésses: A
No. of seedlings/saplings:- l'mw Non-native Cover: ﬁ.g:"ﬂ
GPS Coordinates: 11 CUTM_.

J . '
Topographic Complexity Transect Data:

No. of topographic featureé>1foot fall: | _ Transect Length: /0 (m)

| Comment | pec g0 Groenk s

. | 50%%%&01/3@(%5{;

S Fralans Ui
Fewns e,g«l/\w
Pivtanns Ratemoss
Shinus  elle.
@PM‘H& U'(‘D\fa(("}




lZ’?ﬂD§'

BIG TUJUNGA WASH

*Diameter

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

%-Gover-debris / leaf litter, etc:
'No. of seadlings/saplings: -

GPS-Coordinates:

(DD

Non-native Cover:

75-BRN

S11

Togographlc Complexltv Transect Data:

S UTM.

% Cover.anhnual grasses:

45

0.

Date: Field Crew: _tf. Clavton S Mo (o |
Sample Plot_No:ﬁ:‘F’ Location; A '
Poin’c-Quartér Data:
Y Tree Species Ht. | Distance | Cover Shrub Species Distance -Cover’r
R Cat'| (m) | (m) (m) (;_nl
1 ' 5%/ - L.
LAV Al S | S| oo Qﬂ'~x€§/
2 - » y !: [
Lol saev (1B L 29 | BRDO 6.5 i
18 . e 5> ‘ O3
SR 2 1182 ; 1 BRN 1.9 /Z
4 ’ 'l fj .
| SHLAS U AR Y R e)
Height Categorles; 1= <2m; 2= 2-4mm; 3= >4m (',OEA - CM&?,H Qw/\a«f‘;fm Sce

"No. of topographlc features >1 foot tall: a Transect Length: Z } {m)

: ‘. Comments e

Oknes 5P fepndk!
-‘ @ucrcu) o
heAD

Mara. Macronacpa. -

Q bes A LA

eus @W«D;
Lob lLW 1'&, Mar "iTl!_{-AO\.




_ BlIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date: _12/2 g  Field Crew: _hChan o o, . Meloees

Sample Plot No: _|9 : Location: _12>

Point-Quarter Data:

% |- Tree Species Ht. 'Distanoe Cover’ Shrub Species Distance
- . — Cat. = g(m)/ - P((m) : _(m) y(rn)
- jA—LA-S,. & |°.F 45 Cote Do Veo.n
Lolsans R 142 1254 cxe 1o ¥
: | SAAS 13 | 6! '%- Kb 1 ;? .
5

S Sl [ 4 WE'V-S . FoA- ,,)Slg,_agc,eﬂ,&g

THeight Gategories: 1 = <2m; 2= 2-4m; 3= >4m
“Diameter :

Square- Meter Quadrat Data;

% Cover debris [-leaf [itter, efc: % - % Cover.annual grésses: D
; ) L oMo . .

No. of seedlings/saplings:- & - eota Non-native Cover: 35— .
T n 800 B

GPS Coordinates: ~ S11__ UM

J

Topographic Com]g' lexity Transect Data: ,
No. of fopographic fea’rures > 1 foot tall: 4 . Transect Length: l,Q (m)

_ Comments: " & Re gprovéqh%_\ﬁvnmic -.p_l\)e.‘_c,.{’b\} :

DHear 50 _
bacihpors  sstiafolion.
Aclermaaio oglasianen '
Cyprrus Ao Croda y:
Lbb«:-laria L
“?m-h‘_/vk odons phoro— _'
Smchug  Aspes”




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date; _r2/’ z/6% Field Crew; ¥L0lﬂg)-{ml\ 5{3: Melrex, ~

Sample Plot No: _&3 Looation: ___A _
Point-Quarter Data:
% |.  TreeSpecies FL_ | Distancs | Cover Shrub Species Distance Cove?
__ _ Cat!| (m) (m) (m) (m)
1 ' 6 5 %,
SAGO 3 1 31L.¥ 7 | Rt L. | 72
2 . Ih , .6
Lol satas B (490 |[PFe| Cots 1.5 |
3 . lD-\ - " Vi
“lanias > a5 2] RO > 124
4 o w z ‘ .
. 0@;@:-_.. 3 AT | \,L.z %U&UL I /J :
v 1He)ght Categories: 1 =<2m; 2= 2-4m; 3 = >4m |
Dlameter

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover-debris / leaf itter, ste:__{ 40 % Cover.annual _grésses: o
No. of seedlings/saplings:- ) Non-native Cover: €
GPS Coordinates: S11 ' " UTM

Topographlc Comp' lexity Transect Data:
“No. of fopographic features > 1 foot tall: _ [ ' Transect Length: __ /O {m)-

~ Comments:

N LNV o 5?) ,
Bocbartis Sebiedplien,
Marhe Meexs ter per

D i
Fopalinh ﬁemmh
Looediow

| ?M&Um Sicaukoioe




| BIG T’UJ_UNGA WASH
Date: /?-r/f,lu'T Field Crew: #, é/mg?‘bn y . ‘M./)/’e%?_ )
Sample Plot No; _22 Location: ___ B '

Point-Quarter Data:

Y {.  Tree Species Ht. vDistance -Cove Shrub Specles Distance | Cover”
. N Cat'| (m) | (m)_ (m)
1 ' ' 6! ‘I -~ f'c"
ShGD 5 s X261 Coop o8 |53
2 R | a5~
NI A e
3. P I (g | e 8
SALAY S 145, )42 oy~ |2 5.8 :
4 112 “ 0.5 :
"Height Categories: 1 =<2m; 2= 2-4m; 8 =>4m
iameter
Square- Meter Quadrat Data: ‘
% Cover debris /leaf litier, ete:_ 100D % Cover annual grasses: __ 25
No. of seédlings/saplings:- D Non-native Cover; e
GPS Coordinates: ~ S11____ UM,

Topographic Complexity Transect Data:

No. of topographic fea’mres > 1 foot tall: ,L - Transect Length: \ Q {m)

 Comments; D‘f’j S5 M«uha”& Lun. Hex & ?"M* y by é\mm} 6 5.)¢bf‘( ® [1
GH\M‘ a-P. resan o

f\ bepy ourte h rV\.
QW.M_MII""T' MA

Dace hoar(s valicilolia
!—‘f’ oot Cox %\(ak\d{ ((mye




Date: _/ 2}/?1/ o

BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Feid orew: 4 Claglon A MeGee ~ *

Sample Plot No; A% Location: __#%

Point-Quarter Data: /

.14 < ".rree Spéfiés c};?ﬁ Dis(t;rl\ce Ct(:l;?rf Shrub Spécies Dis(t:‘?ce lc{()r\rls

L ER | slee ;st'/ Ripx A E

Aoaks . lap - Mt |ax o

lomas 5 ug / Brsk s M
A sabo L laas '1% 2 BN L Ao

'-‘Helght Categories: 1= <gm; 2=2:4m; 3= >4m

“Digmeter -

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

%:-Cover debris / leaf litter, etc:

=
(% LT

No. of seedlings/saplings: - R L (DMA Non-natlve Cover:

GPS Coordinates: ~ S11

75

UM

Togogmphic Complexntv Transect Data:

) MRM . '(\/‘iapc‘o\_- MC\CJTUU*'T‘@ vy

% Cover.annual grasses:

{5

No. oftopographlc fea’(ures> 1 foot tall: jfz Transect Length: {0 ( )

~ Comments:

| jrobiub Modreten

Urhen Urins
(obabarina moscr b

sls

M~

 Wheroecos Wy@ (oreas

*c?—m\zu./\ma melskensis
A—%ua&*f\p\ adons Phoren

Adwwaa Aow‘é-ﬁsw“to\ Pl - Jgtos’mdm

\%?M‘_Q,ﬁ @\Mp pb& v

Eriogotom %& < lw()c:f\'wv\,

WW\Q ghor Q.O,

Feaginus (/z:(w-fma\ '

R bb\bf\'h,;




. _ BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date; ]'LT/?— [0“5’ o Field Crew:. __é_ W.,C‘;A-— !:)r Qlﬁdbf\
Sample Plot No; @4 Location: __ >

Point-Quarter Data:

1% 1.  TreeBpecies [t | Distance | Cover Shrub Specles Distance .Cover‘
~ , Cat.’ (m) | _(m) (m) . q(m)
. Sh OD 6 4/1 ’7\"{10."{ . %A—D D:"]' L7719
i 2 ' : ) f .2
[2lon60 |3 180 P51 BRWL |62 |3
lebon (R (38 P50 AGAD W3 |34
4 : Q.4
P saen 43194 4;/ L At P«’D_. —tao LA
"Height Gategories: 1=<2m; 2= 2v4m 3=2>4m '
“Diameter

1

Square- Meter Quadrat Data: .
- % Cover-debris [-leaf litter, etc:. /{OD : % Cover.annual .gr.ésses: aZ; men/_lﬂﬁ"l/t_“)

G-LoMa : é?D

' No ofseedhngs/sap(mgs o~ 541:Lﬁ l‘krdm. Non-native Cover:

GPS Coordinates:  S11 UM

Topographic Complexity Transect Data: .
No. of topographic féatures > 1 foot tall: { | Transect Length: _ 1O (m)

' Comments:

s
ﬁmﬁf Eals Qr%h ?o()uf)m Qe;mowr{l
perns slu.eoius Urkes distem
Lelowdaran Mo e |

’9\“5‘?5 ANALEAPS
Melil oty allea.

%leg d o MuAn

5L Lesiolepiy




| BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date: H/ ‘-ch/bf Fleld Crew: __[£. (! ¢3.u.;’;1"or\;J MJ (ree.
Sample Plot No: (O Location: _A g '

Point-guarter Data;

Yl Tree Specles ~Ht_ | Distance | Cover’ Shrub Species Distance | Cover’
Cat'| ()} S (m) (m_| o Nt

_ Aewe s 1m0 et 1R ,? yet-vine
L sans a4 |eEe cal |8 [P
Gl piea 14 AL ReD A P20

[ 1A S I D o -L«%"’z".; Mt 138 /z

1

"Height Categories: 1= <2m: 2.2 204m; 3= >4 ies - Y, Lo arlilornie )
Diameter
. é cwﬁ.«" #\QM £ F(éu/(\((;C}
. . f\/ Lk Qflf | ;! VRN
R . wAn L “" (‘\&'{'—-’
Square- Meter Quadrat Data: | Pp’ LS e 00 (£ 'bw e
9%.Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: __ £ {3 % Cover annual grasses: ("‘)
o (" go-Felfarien , -
No. of seedlings/saplings:-s i\ &y j‘l@f (o) Non-native Cover: __ Z0). .
o t~ Fip A _ .

'GPS Coordinates: S11 " UTM

_ TOQOgI‘thlc Complexlty Transect Data; :
No. of topographic features >1 foot tal: | Transect Length: { ( )

. Comments:

DY Sp.

l QV‘Z(\\ 79 5‘&(“.\"1‘%&! )
Pes

c‘(‘;f\ \Mt— L‘»Lc/.‘\z? Nievls

~




_ BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date; _I1 ZZ"I/Df Field Crew: _v), Me (sew W, (’Jma‘fb\r\_

Sampie Plot No: 2o Location: 5

Point-Quarter Data:

% | . Tree Species Hit ‘Distance Cover” Shrub Species Distance | Cover*
, - | cat’ | (m) (m) (m) (m)
7 — ; o 7 .R ; T
4 SALAS 3 |34 ol KO AR 02 s
|2 - 10
. - ’ 0. b
| Satis KRR 4 Ko e+ | 8%
3] 5 5~ _ -
AAS 15 LA R3] pMoR % Ve
4 - ] :
SN Bl I o frd LT BASA Las| X
"HEIghtCategorles 1% <2m; 2=2-4m; 3= >4m . DAWR~ Datrine, wci;&ﬁ;
“Dlameter .
Square- Meter Quadrat Data: '
%-Coverdebris { leaf litter, efc:. %5’ % Cover.annual grésses: Z .
lo-lobudearia ). -
No ofseed]mgs/sapllngs ‘\o&-—v-%aﬂm 7 5 Non-nativé Cover; ~_ [ 0
GPS Coordinates: ~ S11. UM,

Topouraphlc Complexity Transect Data:

" No. of topographlc features >1 foot tall: ‘5 Transect Length: _ {0 ( )

, _"cbmm'eh'ts:" e - ‘bm e
. ) , ' \ . : ( L % _f‘: . -
Qﬂye_ru,s ‘ mvo”l‘ma?ﬂw %;buui.& (.Y}a ( ;.WM_
A‘Y‘! L ‘ Cn . ! L/ S o] T MO~

‘ ‘.g CAbLorics Drussien {th»ora-—
Oﬁu\c%r_ 'ep. :
Wf;tm;mmm %P

Q CO ”"{ o aj\f\m Q £




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date: __{{~29~0% Field Crew: H. Cz{M\A-M .;Q Moo,

Sample Plot No: _3_[_& Location:

Point-Quarter Data:

Y Tree Species C}-a*%.’ vDisEt:;?ce Cz;t)er‘ Shrub Species Dis{t;;\ce Cl()r\rlx?

L ohas | 1% LR L5 %A

i Sh NG D 124 % Dasa LD "{{

| ohAs 1 3! w2 ';f AG D =
poee. | | a3 |'2F] Brss |12 |24

_;ggﬁ_lh;tgrategoﬂes: 1= <2m; 2= 2-4m; 3= >4m

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: _| QQ % Cover annual grasses: \3@ S
No. of seedlings/saplings: _|~ Pl m Svee Non-native Cover: s

GPS Coordinates: S11 T UTM

Topographic Complexity Transect Data:
No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: [ Transect Length: l O (m)

Comments: O >0 .? L
- Rielnis Communis = Hm yﬁw“(" Y’*&L\M\w Al 55 ke {
hadowdur 4 Msf,_h?@ﬂ— ’&Aowﬁ WSy, |
'Papmm %rc' M--D""“"“ (‘)Azng;w«%wm S s wh Fh..n 5

ﬂam e WJ{W;’\M% - et e
C\é?fuu involueradung
Plocelin Brest | ele
Oralws pes-gpprem




‘ BIG TUJUNGA WASH
Date: _){ ézfl ,f,Q g Field Crew: \\ . ,M(J"" l‘rL @—{{M@ﬁhﬁ )
Sample Piot No: ° ]]5 Location: _ {3

Point-Quarter Data:

% Tree Species Ci;tt.f Diz:}tr':\lfe %?2 Shrub Species Dis(rte‘:;uce ’AC?T\F
RN Y WP AR Y P
_ ShRs 3 | ¢ % RUD B | A
_ saes (3 [ 20| Dag 2.5 %

Shas 13 lse HAl RUD 45 ‘A

. \CO - Ried AN,
;eright Categories: 1=<2m; 2 =2-4m; 3 = >4m ? R W Co id
Diameter o Dpy« &o’ééxnwm. &Dl&éﬁ\,m :‘:!l:

Square- Meter Quadrat Data:

% Cover debris / leaf litter, etc: ___{ v % Cover annual grasses: O

' @i lo bivws
No. of seedlings/saplings: _\= :-p,'\. Ll ba A Non-native Cover: L

GPS Coordinates:  S11 UM

Topographic Complexity Transect Data:
No. of topographic features > 1 foot tall: & Transect Length: 18 (m

~ Comments:

’ ‘% \\WM QDMYWM 23 AA"&“DWH”.A“ 44%4‘47'% Har G"\'\‘YL o e ﬁc"

DH"U"‘BQ,_ .
??ii_mb'w.m A Uadtoma lf{k‘obﬁc&- Mo\ o
‘;‘;‘3’“‘% MVoMecod s Seunehus 5
u??“_"’“"‘ hhropegpecaifes TOPLS Fremnpaii,
o “ﬁsdz.mg;;q,ﬁ VTN OM NPy i,

° .
Meld g " CfASenthe mam s,




BIG TUJUNGA WASH

Date: _ || -29-HF Field Crew: LH'JA;\A’Q{} ;.if!ﬁ!ﬁ.m

Sample Piot No: M Location: __LJAash

Point-Quarter Data;

A Tree Species Ht. | Distance | Cover® Shrub Species - | Distance Cerr‘
: Cat.’ (m) {m)_ _(m) ‘fm)
] . . ﬂ S ‘ . '
sead 14 o AL B | Ly A
1 ; LS. '3 19.7 W; RE N [ 9 %
Shiby 31 2 el A %2
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WILDLIFE OBSERVED AT THE BIG TUJUNGA WASH
MITIGATION BANK




Appendix B

Wildlife Observed at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank

Scientific Name Common Name Sign*

CLASS MALACOSTRACA CRUSTACEAN
CAMBARIDAE CRAYFISH
Procambarus sp. Crayfish 0
CLASS INSECTA INSECTS
PAPILIONIDAE PARNASSIANS, SWALLOWTAILS
Papilio eurymedon Pale swallowtail o)
Paplio rutulus western tiger swallowtail O
PIERIDAE WHITES & SULPHURS
Artogeia rapae cabbage white o)
Pontia protodice common white 0]
NYMPHALIDAE BRUSH-FOOTED BUTTERFLIES
Vanessa cardui Painted lady 0
Vanessa annabella West coast lady 0
Vanessa atalanta red admiral 0
Basilarchia lorquini Lorquin’s admiral 0
Nymphalis antiopa mourning cloak 0]
LYCAENIDAE GOSSAMER WINGS
[caricia acmon Acmon blue O
CLASS OSTEICTHYES BONY FISH
CYPRINIDAE CARPS AND MINNOWS
Carassius auratus domestic goldfish 0]
Gila orcutti Arroyo chub O
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 Santa Ana speckled dace O
CATOSTOMIDAE SUCKERS
Catostomus santaanae Santa Ana Sucker o]
CENTRARCHIDAE SUNFISHES
Lepomis cyanellus green sunfish O
Micropterus salmoides largemouth bass O
CLASS AMPHIBIA AMPHIBIANS
BUFONIDAE TRUE TOADS
Bufo boreas Western toad O
HYLIDAE TREEFROGS
Pseudacris regilla Pacific chorus frog 0]
RANIDAE TRUE FROGS
Rana catesbeiana Bullfrog O
CLASS REPTILIA REPTILES
EMYDIDAE BOX AND WATER TURTLES
Pseudemys scripta elegans red-eared slider (0]
PHRYNOSOMATIDAE ZEBRA-TAILED, EARLESS, FRINGE-TOED,

SPINY, TREE, SIDE-BLOTCHED, AND HORNY

LIZARDS
Sceloporus occidentalis western fence lizard 0]
Uta stansburiana common side-blotched lizard o]
TEINDAE WHIPTAIL LIZARDS
Cnemidophorus tigris stejnegeri coastal western whiptail 0]
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Wildlife Observed at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank

Appendix B (continued)

Scientific Name Common Name Sign*
COLUBRIDAE COLUBRID SNAKES
Lampropeltis getula californiae California common kingsnake 0]
CLASS AVES BIRDS
PODICIPEDIDAE GREBES
Podilymbus podiceps pied-billed grebe o,V
ARDEIDAE HERONS, BITTERNS
Ardea herodias great blue heron 0]
Butorides virescens Green heron o,V
Egretta thula snowy egret 0]
Nycticorax nycticorax black-crowned night heron 0]
ANATIDAE DUCKS, GEESE, SWANS
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard o,V
Oxyura jamaicensis Ruddy duck 0]
CATHARTIDAE NEW WORLD VULTURES
Cathartes aura Turkey vulture O
ACCIPITRIDAE HAWKS, KITES, EAGLES
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk O, V,N
Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk oV
Buteo lineatus red-shouldered hawk o,V
FALCONIDAE FALCONS
Falco sparverius American kestrel 0]
ODONTOPHORIDAE NEW WORLD QUAIL
Callipepla californica California quail 0,V
RALLIDAE RAILS, GALLINULES, COOTS
Fulica americana American coot o,V
Gallinula chloropus common moorhen O
CHARADRIIDAE PLOVERS
Charadrius vociferus Killdeer o,V
COLUMBIDAE PIGEONS & DOVES
Columba livia rock dove o,V
Zenaida macroura mourning dove o,V
TROCHILIDAE HUMMINGBIRDS
Archilochus alexandri black-chinned hummingbird 0]
Calypte anna Anna's hummingbird o,V
Calypte costae Costa's hummingbird Vv
Selasphorus sasin Allen's hummingbird o,V
ALCEDINIDAE KINGFISHERS
Ceryle alcyon belted kingfisher o,V
PICIDAE WOODPECKERS
Colaptes auratus northern flicker o,V
Picoides nuttallii Nuttall's woodpecker o,V
Picoides pubescens downy woodpecker o,V
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Wildiife Observed at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank

Appendix B (continued)

Scientific Name Common Name Sign*
TYRANNIDAE TYRANT FLYCATCHERS
Empidonax difficilis Pacific-slope flycatcher o,V
Myiarchus cinerascens ash-throated flycatcher o,V
Sayornis nigricans black phoebe o,V
Sayornis saya Say's phoebe o,V
Tyrannus verticalis western kingbird
HIRUNDINIDAE SWALLOWS
Stelgidopteryx serripennis northern rough-winged swallow 0]
CORVIDAE JAYS & CROWS
Aphelocoma californica western scrub-jay o,V
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow O,V
AEGITHALIDAE BUSHTITS
Psaltriparus minimus Bushtit O,V,N
TROGLODYTIDAE WRENS
Troglodytes aedon house wren \Y
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus cactus wren o,V
Thryomanes bewickii Bewick's wren o,V
TIMALIIDAE BABBLERS
Chamaea fasciata wrentit o,V
TURDIDAE THRUSHES
Catharus guttatus hermit thrush o,V
MIMIDAE MOCKINGBIRDS, THRASHERS
Mimus polyglottos northern mockingbird o,V
Toxostoma redivivum California thrasher 0,V
PTILOGONATIDAE SILKY-FLYCATCHERS
Phainopepla nitens phainopepla O,V
STURNIDAE STARLINGS
Sturnus vulgaris European starling o,V
PARULIDAE WOOD WARBLERS
Dendroica petechia yellow warbler o,V
Dendroica nigrescens black-throated gray warbler o,V
Geothlypis trichas common yellowthroat o,V
Vermivora celata orange-crowned warbler o,V
Wilsonia pusilla Wilson's warbler o,V
ICTERIDAE BLACKBIRDS
Agelaius phoeniceus red-winged blackbird 0]
Icterus cucullatus hooded oriole o,V
Quiscalus mexicanus great-tailed grackle 0]
Molothrus ater brown-headed cowbird V
EMBERIZIDAE EMBERIZIDS
Aimophila ruficeps rufous-crowned sparrow o,V
Melospiza melodia song sparrow o,V
Pipilo crissalis California towhee o,V
Pipilo maculatus spotted towhee o,V
CARDINALIDAE CARDINALS
Pheucticus melanocephalus black-headed grosbeak o,V
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Appendix B (continued)

Wildlife Observed at the Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank

Scientific Name Common Name Sign*
FRINGILLIDAE FINCHES
Carduelis psaltria lesser goldfinch o,V
Carduelis tristis American goldfinch o,V
Carpodacus mexicanus house finch o,V
PASSERIDAE OLD WORLD SPARROWS
Passer domesticus house sparrow o,V
CLASS MAMMALIA MAMMALS
DIDELPHIDAE NEW WORLD OPOSSUMS
Didelphis virginiana Virginia opossum T
LEPORIDAE HARES & RABBITS
Sylvilagus audubonii desert cottontail 0,8 T
SCIURIDAE SQUIRRELS
Spermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel O, Vv,B
Scirius niger fox squirrel o,V
CANIDAE WOLVES & FOXES
Canis familiaris domestic dog O,T
Canis latrans coyote O,V,S T
PROCYONIDAE RACCOONS
Procyon lotor Racoon T
MUSTELIDAE WEASELS, SKUNKS & OTTERS
Mephitis mephitis striped skunk 0]
EQUIDAE HORSES & BURROS
Equus caballus horse 0,8 T
CERVIDAE DEER
Odocoileus hemionus mule deer T

* O = Observation, V = Vocalization, N = Nest, S = Scat, T = Tracks, C = Carcass
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APPENDIX B

RIPARIAN PLANTING AREA
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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ds with Photo 2 of the As-Built.

Photo 2. Area 2, Section 3. Correspon

BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK
RIPARIAN PLANTING AREA PHOTOS
CHAMBERS GROUP, INC. ANNUAL SUCCESS MONITORING 2005
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Photo 4. Area 4, Section 3. Corresponds with Photo 4 of the As-Built.
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Photo 5. Area 5, Section 3. Corresponds with Photo 5 of the As-Built.
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Photo 7. Area 7, Section 3. Corresponds with Photo 7 of the As-Built.

Photo 8. Area 8, Section 4. Corresponds with photo 8 of the 2004 Annual Report.
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Photo 9. Area 9, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 8 of the As- Bunlt

Photo 10. Area 10, Sectlon 4. Corresponds with Photo 9 of the As Bunt
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Photo 11. Area 11, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 10 of the As-Built.
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Photo 12. Area 12, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 11 of the As-Built.
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Photo 14. Area 14, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 13 of the As-Built.
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Photo 15. Area 15, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 14 of the As-Built.
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Photo 16. Area 16, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 15 of the As-Built.
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Photo 17. Area 17, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 16 of the As-Built.

=¥ SR e R e B

«

Photo 18. Area 18, Section 4. Corresponds with Photo 17 of the As-Built.
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Photo 21. Area 21, Section 4. Corresponds wnth Photo 19 of the As-Built.
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Photo 22. Are 22 Sectlon 4, Corresponds with Photo 20 of the As-Built.
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Photo 23. Area 23, Section 4, taken in November 2004. This area was not
located in 2005 due to flood damage.

Photo 24. Area 24, Section 4. Corresponds with photo 24 of the 2004 Annual
Report.
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Photo 26. Section 1. Area between Pond and Pond Trail.

BIG TUJUNGA WASH MITIGATION BANK
RIPARIAN PLANTING AREA PHOTOS
CHAMBERS GROUP, INC. ANNUAL SUCCESS MONITORING 2005



APPENDIX C

SUCCESS MONITORING DATA SHEETS




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: ¢ Dec Zeps

SURVEYORS: H-C‘wa'ﬂw\, I Ml e SECTION: |

SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:

Populus fremontii

o)
Rosa californica
TIEETE T 1L
Rubus ursinus By q

Opuntia littoralis \

\ Fucale gty s /
ERVAN ¢ ent g P
p& » ( ) hear drail  Abyve Plam/, ."é aron



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE; 2 bDee 200E
SURVEYORS: W el "‘3*‘"‘/ T Me Gee SECTION: 2
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

o}
Rosa californica

O
Rubus ursinus o
Opuntia littoralis

O

P ko‘{’r:. Lk

lerae  castor kean P\o.vd—im:& aceo

teme  muwida
”i; Seraa fenmngl | pme  eupobe seme  Rys S um
/ 3 Y

I Speall (Z') Aeundo resrmaf" rwar  Stream

SO wi((ows PFQ‘.’;QV\“’



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 9 Dee 2005

SURVEYORS: M Oiz\s-’mn, S Me Gee SECTION: 3
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

O
Rosa californica

(6]
Rubus ursinus

(o]
Opuntia littoralis

b

j\wc'}‘bs 5+,

'fau*:éz castor  bean

lets  of mutford

po1$or\ sl Yrtsﬁ‘f\*



BiG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE: Voo, 2005

SURVEYORS: l—LC«la-ta'f*o.\ ) T Me Gee SECTION: 4
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

O
Rosa californica

o)
Rubus ursinus

O

Opuntia littoralis

\ferb A[‘F@W&n*’ B ‘0‘5-.(». ‘&&M
subsfanti al

leat

Hood &

I e

a(ﬁ:reg( emwnd

expased




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

€ Dec.21005

SURVEYORS: H'Mag*vn, T MecGee SECTION: 5
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL;
Populus fremontii

)
Rosa californica Lt e M

b
Rubus ursinus (]

1
Opuntia littoralis

o

foor .
MULS ord a‘[m»-ﬁ\aa“ﬁ‘ A\\ASS\AW\ QLWAM“_

M M_g wert slsand ant




BiG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: ¢ Dee, 2005
SURVEYORS: f.cloyton | 3 MeGee SECTION:
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii 7 N VN AL AN T 0
» ! )

Rosa californica PR Ve Y ]

\
Rubus ursinus

O
Opuntia littoralis T

Yy

Musfard  present vear  trald
Arundo  res ? routs Ereé ent
CO-S'\'O L e L-E,M [_) "QS(’J)\" Y2 A S‘lim%

Lo

] .
& herciay S”‘P" '\a»‘.? frese, st



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 9 Dec. 2008

SURVEYORS: SECTION:
H.olaafon/ T e lsee 7
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
O
Rosa cafifornica
1 3
wn Agaratina
Rubus ursinus
0
Opuntia littoralis
O

A%amﬁm o thick 4o couwnt planted  cpecies,

Secton rial-d' a%a, ngf S+‘T'GM

mag howe loot P‘. dwntyn 4 e ! e

Lingam, \ﬂ'-ﬂf;an\,

Wl ‘ \
5 L O\Q—G\ml " 'ctooﬁ .

- unm F o us



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

¢ Dec. 2005
SURVEYORS: SECTION: .
H-Clagton | T MeGren g

SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

0
Rosa californica

O
Rubus ursinus

0

Opuntia littoralis

Tru -(:bu , P

e

Exact

\m\'H "3 oafea,

,;;:-.",,(te‘.'tl‘ P.‘Ur\g-}:

lo cation Unknpeon .

d’ng‘ﬁé’é‘)’_z’d




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE. § po. eoe

SURVEYORS: H. Clmertn n T MeGeo SECTION: 9
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
O
Rosa californica o L b ek ore )
[TV oy -
* [oso R
Rubus ursinus ) "
il
>
Opuntia littoralis
f
g\'5 55w
. v pe:evxi’ Er\ e lca_
Poetor oqk
Wild ecucumber
corcect GPS  point
#45 ne 0375734

uTM 3792487



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 13 Dec. 200 g
SURVEYORS: H,dma*‘vﬂ, T e Gres, €. lemmeisior SECTION: (0
SPECIES: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
o]
Rosa californica
9
Rubus ursinus
D
Opuntia littoralis .

Eriastiym~ ccrpss 'R“mlw

k-

s

S oyl S"h\.ﬂ.“ Afu.r\d.b \fCS()(’oU{f“.‘-

vechior ,

Hrasl

VY;QA/..K"LA, s Autic

]

ey
<
2

e

+
« dparee 005

| X Al e
jaAne o4 [sX00"s
o

Gfs
# 4k



BIG T RIPARIAN

SUCCESS:

DATE: - .

f20 L

P
ec., A0€-

SURVEYORS: SECTION: H
H Cloydor, VN Gor  CoN ooy

SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Popuius fremontii 1= 157

|
Rosa californica ]

~
Rubus ursinus

o}
Opuntia littoralis I

v

NUMET o ws I

A od Ix
09T o

ool w cuﬂ&n%5

o r,) P bf: o4

Dyl e



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

TE:
12/13/0%

SURVEYORS:
H.C oy fop

Lot o RO
L g; PR I 14

PO e

SECTION:
17

SPECIES:

TALLY:

TOTAL:

Populus fremontii

Rosa californica

Rubus ursinus

Opuntia littoralis




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:
12/13 105

SURVEYORS: SECTION:
A Uoydon, § WeGor O Howister 1D
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Paopuius fremontii = 18" =1’
. 2

Rosa californica

2o A5+ Lo 28
Rubus ursinus
o
Opuntia fittoralis
|

I3

Lrts of

NPy A Ay
[l Rt ]

ook

@

5]

{ 18

t

LLAD




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

SURVEYORS:

oo b M Caee 2 Newur 1ros oy

SECTION:

SPECIES: TALLY:

TOTAL:

Populus fremontii

)

Rosa californica -

Rubus ursinus

Opuntia littoralis

e . ,/J e M Iy

P RS
FOLETR A ¢ -4

2w plantad avoe, 2 narmwdcates

FARRISER 0% 8
Proenn @(,Lk PF‘QZ”L.‘ ke

0o, .
Mule tak abwodont

wariipos & o o

D oiders, )



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

12/|3//05

SURVEYORS:

Bl VM pe, [ WNouw s ver

SECTION: s

SPECIES:

TALLY: TOTAL:

Populus fremontii

Rosa californica

Rubus ursinus

Opuntia littoralis

- A N / R i PRSI by s i >
CIN of ol ol Coelt o7y Gyt Iy J)

- 0

[:—upodo Y o art

=, A PR, Yy : Folr NN SN . i A f
SOMe rostovbean v A0 f‘ 1o PLAK I
/

Neow S0 cimp

S ! oo i
LANOWS Alojng wef



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE: '
i2h3fos

SUR“VEYORS:) 7 SECTION: / /
Hoaermn b Mt e CONouwpistey %
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
4)
Rosa californica
)
Rubus ursinus
o}
Opuntia fittoralis
D

Plote dakon  Lrcivie Fue Viae-.

Lot of gupr {"Dvé |



DATE:

BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: % Dee 2605
SURVEYORS: H-C(Mafbh, T her | C. i) emme ivte i SECTION: (7
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii % - ‘
Opu remonin |3/ “/g 5
Rosa californica
O
Rubus ursinus
0
Opuntia littoralis
o)
oifv"&“'wk LPE
#53




BiG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

I Dec. e 5

SURVEYORS: H,Ctﬂvg"'bv\ T e t)t_(i\/ C.Heumel s SECTION: \g
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

Lo pL 6
Rosa californica

opk o
Rubus ursinus

»)
Opuntia littoralis
o

i [ 2 ‘(‘
Eug"m’r:‘; presen

"o cotlurad ond Lteas

'(\oc{_ié afen

Grs

#54




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 1Y Lee. Lool
SURVEYORS: H, C[kéﬁnv‘./ T c‘cqu/ € Wewmistor SECTION: 19
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

0
Rosa californica

)
Rubus ursinus

")
Opuntia littoralis \

{

F\XMV“QT'D wy ,4 LY ~,¢§,¢> Ce t‘_j%re. vt >io ’ m ‘\.lea ‘/\'f'
Laster bean
GFPS

quSwL;onaLla as Yo exact
spof  as  (n 2oo o



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 12 Dec. 2005
SURVEYORS: ”~6[“’g)'f°'?/ c. MWM(,:#C T He 6o SECTION: 75
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
0
Rosa californica
#]
Rubus ursinus
o
Opuntia littoralis
o)
Some 5&“‘{3._@ Arm;(@ respeo ute
GPs
#5¢
#5 7 J Some.



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

12 Dec. 2005
SURVEYORS: H-C‘M‘j‘*br\) TH<bee, €. Hearmes, siee SECTION: N
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii
o)
Rosa californica
o
Rubus ursinus
O
Opuntia littoralis
O
%round has ”}‘”FFQA 2!
&arPs
—{'ral‘ s A;'(’&«%r\"f "&58

Ve,f'\ts rac&,a ﬂé‘o w'mk no e , o ‘f‘r’ﬁu‘( m&qu_ Seifq




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE. |} 2ec. 105
SECTION: 4

SURVEYORS: H-C“‘&*"", oMok ce, ¢ b oure e e

SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

)
Rosa californica

O
Rubus ursinus

0
Opuntia littoralis

0

Respro rﬁfﬂa Avunds

fraal 5 o Ha Leftt o€ tree et on Ry 3(‘,\.(» a,l‘\‘avﬁod’e

aPsS
#59



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

e Lo B

SURVEYORS: H»d%%n, I Me Lqec/@.”cmms_(_cr SECTION: 95 7
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremontii

O
Rosa californica

O
Rubus ursinus

o}
Opuntia littoralis

D

wmakle fo locote sie
Mzuéj L\q\/&_ L:xeua\ —\’,J;{_E{;L‘CA‘ et




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: 1% Dec 2905

SURVEYORS: H.chwé*m,_ T Mo e o Nemmg  oder SECTION: 9y
SPECIES: TALLY: TOTAL:
Populus fremonti

O
Rosa californica et T

(0
Rub /

ubus ursinus 7 )

Opuntia littoralis

Plewtr fmbhon  fie r’v\a N

[ IM‘(.}L\ Arundo

-Fu\cﬂe/\ e S en L oof 4! aa‘...f)‘. frpn 227> 2423

“ foad

Ge<
(o



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:
9/6 [0l
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
|
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ [ @
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | ¢. {mx 4.t 11 2,
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia 0.3nt 1 25w", 24@1( 24w 2] T 7
¥ 'l' g doely

) )
Approximate Size of Planting Area: 9! x 20

oAy . :
Fosa  2altborni (o 5 x5

Fubus wrsinus Ldm % 0. tow

Oounbo ¥ovalis 1w 0.5’




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: s
Gl

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ] 7
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | 2.7 « L.{o TH T S
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia 3mX2Lm, 3m X2, 5m, i H

Imxdym > X7 e fwiuals

Approximate Size of Planting Area: _ 23, x /2 .*7 an




DATE:

BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:
4 / Liot
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: 3
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii
o)

Salix lasiolepis and Salix | |5 nw % 2.\ m A
laevigata = tpipl aresa ol

al bt avrous willow

trees
Baccharis salicifolia e % 3 m o

Approximate Size of Planting Area:

Ofaumﬁ o lifloralis

A ihd\;U;Auals net

/g.‘pm X Z7.5m

028> 25 Ml

re cordad Deacembov




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: ‘f/(a(o(o
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: L{
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii
fazl(; g/:zolep;s and Salix | ry A 5 5w Tor (.,.n'“lws ( |
2.7 x 3w foc sther.
tndivi duals
Baccharis salicifolia 3X3 e OVERZR 3+45+5 +2 2L

Approximate Size of Planting Area: __£5 * 390 Hon

| Opurtia (orakls it tecovrded in Dec. toel

2
evel> o pm”




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: L-{/b/* b
u

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: =
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii

o
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | & * [ 2
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia 3.5 m \ \

Approximate Size of Planting Area; __£© X b8 m

Ltoves
ROSG\ C.CAQ;‘F‘DV’#\!‘Q& 1.7 A l ™
R'JJQM.S AV SCMPRTIN 2.4 x 0.4 w x \
0,.3x0.3 x 3

(d-(-e
Lo Area (, cross creank o do 2-4 on oPPo:HQ side . Cross back T
focate Are, T, s 6375997 uttt 37792562 (17’ accufa.:.3>

Volk  a ?ﬂ’—ﬂn fhr disfance v ¢ ©/ Aldar feas. 7 s only 287 Foum
at ealr, Cosy  crank 4w et 4 & by culvert, 1 s S#Aig“t
across  creek * W borm on “"‘}L" of  Arunde,



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4l ok
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
(&
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii yf I} &

Salix lasiolepis and Salix |Um xdm, 5w xHm
laevigata

Baccharis salicifolia m x Sm, Emxlm

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 20. % X H e

ROS& ook Gorniton O.lom * O.7Tm
Opuntion L¥OVONS O, Gmx . 3m

QPSS 0175 %lw
Ut 3191492




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: ;
Hib [l

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ [ 7
Salix lasiolepis and Salix 2wk G+ 2 +3+2 Y
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia £ x5 w 3 /A
Approximate Size of Planting Area: _[6.3 x "7 m

Rose Cﬂ.'\;‘gwn[ (W8 0.2 X 0, 3 o~ G Ps : O‘d’\&w’(‘}r to ‘,E,ﬁc;,ﬁOﬁ <a

25" down, £ Loaters edae,



BIG : ATE:
T RIPARIAN SUCCESS DATE L(/La/o(,
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: 9
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER; TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii
0O
Salix lasiolepis and Salix
laevi
aevigata 0
Baccharis salicifolia o
Approximate Size of Planting Area: ~ % X 12
6Ps  IlS 0318178
UTA 379244 T

O,

qux 0F™




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:
e/ ot

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: 9
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii
Salix lasiolepis and Salix T 3
laevigata 27l m
Baccharis salicifolia

Y 5 i Y
Approximate Size of Planting Area{ 15.Zmx lb "D + (X% UO‘*B

menﬂzx floralis 0.1 x 0.

Rofa californica 0.9 X 0.9 w

R\,\.buvf Llr_rl.u ne A S o.‘( Lo




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4|6 0w

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: o
|

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii @ 7] o
;Sall){ lasiolepis and Salix | & X Em 241 . 1
aevigata ,
Baccharis salicifolia 4% Ty 2 2

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 2L Imy 13.Om




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

‘{/(o[Dfo

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: i
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii o
5

Salix lasiolepis and Salix VI Y B
laevigata " 14

5w * H

{wr % §
Baccharis salicifolia a
Approximate Size of Planting Area: 1Sm x|\ 5. m

x{ (1.5 x0.3) »4

Roca califormica (0.9 0.l
(Horalis {1 x 0-7) %\

Opunrfion
?‘L (o.lml) X 3




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

uf{1(obk
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

iz

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ P/ g
Salix lasiolepis and Salix 7 mb 1% | g
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia (,7) ¢ ¢

Approximate Size of Planting Area: _1%m x| Om

site has loYe of poison sok ool gup@%@r\/



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

4/1/0o6
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: 2

l

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ¢ ¥
Salix lasiolepis and Salix L lo
laevigata Hxdm T
Baccharis salicifolia 2. 1%2,3m | |

Approximate Size of Planting Area: N3m* 15m

Rosa ca-  (20) (1. G x[.Zm) (€) 0.1 x0,km



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

417106
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ /@' ¢
[Salix /asio/épis and Salix Wk
laevigata 2t x (O-Jm ) 2] 3\
7 x (52bwm)
Baccharis salicifolia LonE \a 19

Approximate Size of Planting Area: \L.Bm x \ 0 LAY

-l ot ok pOiSON 00
. MOAy hewd o iroYo willow  seedlings




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4/ /o
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ) @ ?j
Salix lasiolepis and Salix [, » (0.4 m?) 1 71
laevigata \% % ( 3"‘1)
Baccharis salicifolia qﬁ & e,

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 10. %oy X (o

- Rosa  cadifovnica

-5 emp

(1w




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4 110w
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: \ b
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii p P ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix |3, 3 m 1 2
“laevigata I
Baccharis salicifolia \ Sx3m \ I
Approximate Size of Planting Area: W Den \\ (3‘“\
‘03 n pﬁvégwuﬂd of oic s aowe




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4 /7 /oG

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: '
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ) ¢ ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix 9 Vg 15
lagvigata H (O"LW 0.5wm)

oy (Zmx2m)
Baccharis salicifolia V1 x (1¥2m) V1Y 6 13

Gx (¥l

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 2 Lo, \W\ X \\c{> : L\ m




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

ql1/oe

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
| g

SPECIES:; ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ¢ &
Salix lasiolepis and Salix |} f, 1) 7 -
laevigata R lo [’Lx3
Baccharis salicifolia YR 2 2,

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 1 .!m x ) ijm




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

ql7 /U (o
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
14
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii @ ﬂ

p

Salix lasiolepis and Salix [, ( (g.x © ») 10 0

Jaevigata m ( 11 M)

Baccharis salicifolia 2 (2-5a¥ L.Sm) (o ¢
4 (1mx3 m)

Approximate Size of Planting Area:13.1m_x 5. Lnn




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

4/7 /oL,
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

1.0
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii P‘ ? ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | { (5 x{ m) if 7
laevigata AR TN
Baccharis salicifolia ¢ ;g ¢,

Approximate Size of Planting Area: Wlom x12.Lm




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

410

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
21

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii fb 425 ),?5
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | | (4 M-,,) ! )
laevigata 1
Baccharis salicifolia 3m X2 15 /5

Approximate Size of Pianting Area: 20.5m X H .S




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

q4/71/06
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

77
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ¢ ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix o3
laevigata ‘ | Bt 10m =
Baccharis salicifolia Ix.5% 9. 2

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 10.dm x 3 '7M




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

417106
SURVEYORS: H. Ciayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
2.3
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii 7{ p ¢

Salix lasiolepis and Salix
laevigata o

Baccharis salicifolia

Approximate Size of Planting Area:




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

470w
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

74
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii TK H l |
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | 2 ( Y W) 2 3
lasvigata
Baccharis salicifolia (lm xBw -> b 2 3

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 10.5m x 7224w

OPUU\I\'\Q \;%Vw\ib 2edm ¥ 2.4m

osa. californice. (O-FIm x 0.5 O




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: R
113100
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
Pond Aren Point# |

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: w» |TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii s - %

i ’
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | (, x{, 7 2z
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia / Uﬂ p ) han PRI s

1Gx 2>

b8 % 25

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 15, S x 152w

P 'Phéﬂmf“g ¥ 0y 8@




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

q4ligio.

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister

SECTION:
Pond,. ME?CK @v‘»ﬂ%’# 2

SPECIES:

ESTIMATE OF COVER:

TALLY: TOTAL:

Salix gooddingii

?

? P

/iae/\l/); g/:ts;o/epls and Salix || g pt - 4 Yy 8
H(1x o)
Baccharis salicifolia 3(,x 0.1) H{O.Tm*) T | ¢

7(3m?) Livx )
|(lm1>

i(zﬂ P‘Y\z\)

Approximate Size of Plahting Area: 2.2 Benx 24, Loy

P Hremonkt ¢ | (5)(5»;)




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4)13low
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: ‘
F)Dn A 1,»5{\(“@_0,, '?0‘;'(‘,,3( w B
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii @
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | 5(@..&) 2 5 1O 25

laevigata 0 (O ) Sm—g

Baccharis salicifolia

®,
v

Approximate Size of Planting Area:3(”- Sem x ZZ- 5

P. fremorkl : | (5x5)

1 Queaius agv botia




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:
4/12/0
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
Pond. Aren Point T H

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii 7\ ¢ ¢§
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | ¢ (Sm™) H o
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia 5(3m?2) 5({5x Hm) |L+3r2 11 +5 7%

21 x2m)

2(0.1m*)

) (6,5 xC.im)

= (12710m)

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 24 m X 7/3m

P Aomonhi . )’Zﬁ



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:
4/1/06

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister

SECTION:
Pord. Avea (Pofm" #5

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii @ ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix l2{H m") 17, )
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia 5 (3 mZ) 5+7 +2 9

‘L( Q; X L‘{ m)

1 (¢ x2m)

J (2m®)

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 25. S X 150,

P -PV'QM“D?L#“z‘ - @




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

& ." t g /Ofﬁ
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
Pond. Aven Point o
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii 1) & 7
Salix lasiolepis and Salix {/,, )9 9+3 12

lagvigata (4 )3

Baccharis salicifolia 2(0.5m*)

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 24.2wm x 24, Bm

P %"mfrz_@nﬁ,‘ S ( Im*)
3 (6 Xfﬁm)




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister

Hfisfoe
SECTION:

Pownd Arza Poing ¥ 7

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ¢ ,’\Z
Sal/>{ lasiolepis and Salix Ay ( & x7.5m) 9+ 9 1€
Jaevigata
T x(imx Iw1>
Baccharis salicifolia @ ] &
Approximate Size of Planting Area: [OXI5 m
Waker is \
LorMﬂ\ hn “’0\;"\-@_5 CA‘PJ.,‘( (cv;(d~é ¥ E/J

.
No P. Hresont present




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

413 0w

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister

SECTION:
Pond Ares Toiny ¥¢g

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: {w) |TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ ¢
Salix lasiolepis and Salix 2
laevigata "(5 4 @ ES
Baccharis salicifolia b 0. x0.1) ylix2) MNCHE T L o 30

i(01x2.5)  ExD) [ TH

(3x3) 6({3x2)

2 (2.42) 2(4x32)

3(5x5) 1 (m
Approximate Size of Planting Area: 15 5m x 24 Im
?OP' fremmonth i 7+ 3(Im?) ) //L/m'L)) 3(2x®




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:

4hzlow

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

Pond. Aves Point ¥9
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii fen 7. 2
Salix lasiolepis and Salix |(5,, lom B b
laevigata T
Baccharis saljcifolia ] (Lo Lm < Y. Sm) ) |

Approximate Size of Planting Area; 19 dm x 1. )m

% .
Popuius remontt) 3 w‘y(zmyzm>



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4 3/06

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:

Pond Aveo Point #* 10
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii
Salix lasiolepis and Sal(){ s(im™) 14 74
laevigata i9 (’L " x_;m)
Baccharis salicifolia 72 m2 in 3

Approximate Size of Planting Area: 20.72m X 7, 5('1

Pop. Ao 12 5(4m2)  {1x2)




DATE:

BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: ‘
4 [13/0
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
Pond Area Poly ¥ |

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii HmzY 1€+ 3 2|
Salix lasiolepis and Salix (2.5m X3m) 7% H
laevigata - 12
Baccharis salicifolia 5{0-5w>) M MWL o)

(7 xHm)

L (5x1e)

P xtm)

| (3.5m%)

Approximate Size of Planting Area: Gl\>

Populus Premontii 1T (2m x3m))




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE: |
“dizloe
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION:
Pond. Aves. Poly #1
SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER; TALLY: ' TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii 525
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | 2 % 15+ 3 | B
laevigata
Baccharis salicifolia Lipd i) y 3
Approximate Size of Planting Area: GiS
P «C,a h ' o
CTrdMoninigy - 6( (l#{@&d)
Side 1o puer o old dArvundo donay pateh,
but 15 now (overed in  Typha o Floodeo .



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: DATE:
q4liglow
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: ’
Pond. Avea Poly *3

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii ¢ Sj @
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | 1§ (|m1) 10 +23+4 +5 77
laevigata 3 {zm?)

Y{gmwt) +5
Baccharis salicifolia 5(Tx L. 5) i 7

2{1v 2)

Approximate Size of Planting Area:

\),‘P ‘QV o dre
o TVEMTTL - Q



BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

440

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton,

C. Neumeister

SECTION:
Pord. Area Poly ¥4

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: (w |TALLY: TOTAL:

Salix gooddingii %gm Y m)y i pa
2 x L)

Salix lasiolepis and Salix |3 = {5, Jux 5. 7m B+l + 1541+ +2 Yt

|laevigata ' | (Hxdm)
15510 20w)
W (st m)
07 {3n) 2{ (aﬂi'l)

Baccharis salicifolia (H4x3.5m2 (.37 1]) ML THH 7
(Sm % { m,)'L O 1m?®)
fox 2.5m\3 Zf K *’13""3
Cixzm) 1 1w
\\YZL) ,(/'Sxim)
(5mytm) ) 1z )

Approximate Size of Planting Area:

P femonki . 5

% <5m2>




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE: L?‘//‘Z//'/—%”

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: #*
Pond. Area. Poly ¥ 5

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii mt l f
Salix lasiolepis and Salix \/i mfl\lﬁ. H 7
laevigata P

\H ¥ry ) /
Baccharis salicifolia 523 ¢ ¢

Galis

Approximate Size of Planting Area;

Y fremondii L | (1n)




DATE:

BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS: L// | / ‘
T /0L
SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister SECTION: »
Pond. Avrea Poly Tl

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii 2m? 5+ 2
;S‘ali){ la;siolepis and Salix (3 wt D9 28,9 2,
aevigata (,} W)z
Baccharis salicifolia 2<3 x3.9) i aa SRIEN ::I

W3x2)

G

Approximate Size of Planting Area:

2 hement, - @

Planting avea s fom water B ol (WO on N sdd)




BIG T RIPARIAN SUCCESS:

DATE:

4/12 o0

SURVEYORS: H. Clayton, C. Neumeister

SECTION:
Pond Area. Poly # 7

SPECIES: ESTIMATE OF COVER: TALLY: TOTAL:
Salix gooddingii [/ 5x1.5m) 2 i
Salix lasiolepis and Salix | |\ y 2m 59 +| + 1 +) L2
laevigata =
Baccharis salicifolia (x1)3 2(4»2) WL R VB

0.6 x0. 15

H2x3)

2(zx1)

H{2x1) 1(5x0)

GIS

Approximate Size of Planting Area:

4

P, fremonki - &




APPENDIX D

2005 SEMI-ANNUAL MITIGATION
BANK REPORT




BIG TUJUNGA WASH
SEMI-ANNUAL MITIGATION BANK REPORT
JANUARY - JUNE 2005

Prepared for:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
900 S. Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, California 91803-1331
(626) 455-6138

Prepared by:

CHAMBERS GROUP, INC.
17671 Cowan Avenue, Suite 100
Irvine, California 92614
(949) 261-5414

July 2005
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SECTION 1.0 — INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT

The Semi-Annual Monitoring Report provides documentation of the work done at the Big Tujunga Wash
Mitigation Bank during a 6-month period and a summary of the progress or success of each of the
programs. Control of weeds and exotic plants is critical to the success of the revegetation program and is
a primary focus of monitoring. The removal of exotic wildlife, maintenance of the formal trail system, and
the community awareness program are other key elements of the Master Mitigation Plan. The Semi-
Annual Monitoring Report provides a brief summary of the results of the maintenance monitoring visits
and an overview of community meetings held during the reporting period, January through June 2005.
The document also provides information on any problems encountered on the site, actions taken to
correct any observed deficiencies, and recommendations for additional maintenance measures.

1.2 SITE LOCATION

The Big Tujunga Wash Mitigation Bank is located in Big Tujunga Wash, just downstream of the
210 Freeway overcrossing, near the city of Los Angeles’ Sunland area, in Los Angeles County’'s
San Fernando Valley. The site is bordered on the north and east by the 210 Freeway and on the south
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